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PREFACE. 

@ayN the new revision of this Commentary the follow- 
Bd Ee], «ing works have been chiefly examined. H. 

: f §6©6§ Bouman, Comment. perpet. in Jac. ep., ed. 1863, 
the exposition of the Epistle by Lange (second 

edition, 1866) in Lange’s Bibelwerk, and the third edition of 
de Wette’s exposition edited by Briickner. Whilst in the 
first of these works a deep and thorough examination of the 
thoughts of the Epistle is awanting, the work of Lange is too 
defective in exegetical carefulness, which alone can lead to 
sure results. In order to comprehend the Epistle historically, 
Lange proceeds from the most arbitrary hypotheses, which 
often mislead him into very rash, and sometimes strange 
explanations. It is to be regretted that, with all his spiritual 
feeling and acuteness, he has not been able to put a proper 
bridle upon his imagination. The second edition of de 
Wette’s Handbook, containing the exposition of the Epistles 
of Peter, Jude, and James, had been previously prepared by 
Briickner. When in the preface to the third edition he says 
that he has subjected this portion of the Handbook to a 
thorough revision, and, as far as possible, has made the 
necessary additions and corrections, this assertion is completely 
justified by the work. Although the remarks of Briickner 
are condensed, yet they are highly deserving of attention, 
being the result of a true exegetical insight. It were to be 
wished that Briickner had been less trammelled by “the duty 
to preserve the work of de Wette as much as possible 
uncurtailed.” Of the recent examinations on the relation of 
the Pauline view of justification to that of James, I will only 

here mention the familiar dissertation of Hengstenberg: 
“the Epistle of James,” in Nos. 91-94 of the Lvangelical 
Church Magazine, 1866; and the explanation of Jas. ii. 
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24-26, by Philippi in his Dogmatics, vol. I. pp. 297-315. 
Both, without assenting to my explanation, agree with me 
in this, that there is no essential difference between the 

doctrines of Paul and James. MHengstenberg arrives at this 
result by supposing, on the assumption of a justification 
gradually developed, that James speaks of a different stage of 
justification from that of Paul; whilst Philippi attributes 
to dccavodv with James another meaning than that which it 
has with Paul. I can approve neither of the one method 
nor of the other; not of the former, because by it the idea of 
justification is altered in a most serious manner; nor of the 

latter, because it is wanting in linguistic correctness, and, 
moreover, thoughts are by it given which are wholly un- 
important. I will not here resume the controversy with 
Frank, to which I felt constrained in the publication of the 
second edition, only remarking that after a careful examination I 
have not been able to alter my earlier expressed view of James’ 
doctrine of justification, the less so as it had not its origin 
from dogmatic prepossession, but was demanded by exegetical 
conviction. Moreover, I am no less convinced than formerly 
that in the deductions made by me nothing is contained 
which contradicts the doctrine of the church regarding justifi- 
cation.—With regard to the question whether the author of 
this Epistle, the brother of the Lord, is or is not identical 
with the Apostle James, I have not been able to change my 
earlier convictions. If in more recent times the opposite 
view has been occasionally maintained, this is either in the 
way of simple assertion, or on grounds which proceed from 
unjustified suppositions. This present edition will show that 
I have exercised as impartial a criticism as possible with 
regard to my own views, as well as with regard to the views 

of others. 
The quotations from Rauch and Gunkel refer to their 

reviews of this commentary published before the second 

edition; the one is found in No. 20 of the Theol. 

Literaturblatt of the allgem. Kirchenzeitung of the year 1858 ; 

and the other in the Géttingen gel. Anz, Parts 109-112 of 

the year 1859. I have occasionally quoted Cremer’s biblisch- 

theol. Worterbuch des neutest. Grécitét, The more I know of 

the value of this work, the more I regret that it does not 
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answer to its title, inasmuch as those words are only treated 
which the author considers to be the expressions of spiritual, 
moral, and religious life. A distinction is here made which 
can only with difficulty be maintained. I have quoted 
Winer’s Grammar, not only according to the sixth, but also 

according to the seventh edition, edited by Liinemann. 
I again close this preface with the hope that my labour 

may help to make the truly apostolic spirit of the Epistle of 
James more valued, and to render its ethical teaching more 
useful to the church. 

J. Ep. HUTHER. 

WITTENFORDEN, WVov. 1859, 



_ 
ee 

: - 4 

e. - i x . f ’ 

Ph ae POV Ty eT pTriban sl alsti ia a 
Tt) ur 

ie 
f we a >» tT 

eI ee ee 



ayy 
; 

» + .~ al iv 
Re 
Pa kA Ae 

THE EPISTLE OF JAMES. 

INTROD UCT LON. 

SEC. 1.— JAMES. 

Ja = oe author of this Epistle designates himself in the 
SA ee inscription "IacwBos, Ocod Kai xKuplov “Inood 
Lay x Xpictov SodAos, and thus announces himself to 

= be, though not an apostle in the narrower sense 
of the term, yet a man of apostolic dignity. From this, as 
well as from the attitude which he takes up toward the circle 
of readers to whom he has directed his Epistle (tats dwdexa 
guaais tais év TH Sdiacmopa), it is evident that no other 
James can be meant than he who, at an early period in the 
Acts of the Apostles, appears as the head of the church at 
Jerusalem (Acts xii. 17, xv. 13 ff, xxi. 18); whom Paul calls 
0 adedXghos Tod xupiov (Gal. i. 19), and reckons among the 
oTvAas (Gal. ii. 9), and whom Jude, the author of the last 
Catholic Epistle, designates as his brother (Jude 1); the same 
who in tradition received the name o dikauos (Hegesippus in 
Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 11. 23, iv. 22), who was regarded even by 
the Jews as an avyp dexavotatos (Joseph. Antig. xx. 3. 1), 
to whom a higher dignity than that of the apostles is 
attributed in the Clementines, and who, according to the 

narrative of Josephus, suffered martyrdom about the year 63; 
according to that of Hegesippus (Euseb. ii. 23), not long before 

the destruction of Jerusalem.’ 
1 No certain decision can be come to on this difference, especially as the 

narrative of Hegesippus (comp. Lange’s Komment., Einleitung, p. 13 f.) bears 
unmistakable mythical traces ; and in the relation of Josephus : rapéywy cis aire 
(roy adeAQov "Incod, rod Asyouutvey Xpiorov, “laxwhos ovonn aiew xai) civas (Erépaous) 

++. Tapiduxe Acuednroutvovs, the genuineness of the bracketed words is at least 
doubtful ; Clericus, Lardner, Credner assert their spuriousness, 

Mryxr.—JAmeEs. A 
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As regards the question whether this James is to be con- 
sidered as identical with the Apostle James the son of 
Alphaeus, as is maintained in recent times by Lange, 
Bouman, Hengstenberg, Philippi, and others, or as a different 
person, the data given in the N. T. are more favourable to the 
idea of non-identity than to the opposite opinion. 1. When 
mention is made in the N. T. of the adergot of Jesus, they 
are represented as a circle different from that of the apostles. 
Thus they are already in John ii, 12 distinguished from the 
pabnrais of Jesus; the same distinction is also made after 
the choice of the twelve apostles (Matt. xii, 46; Mark ii 
21, 31; Luke vii. 19; John vu. 3), and in such a manner 

that neither in these passages nor in those where the Jews 
mention the brethren of Jesus (Matt. xiii. 55; Mark vi. 3) 
is there the slightest indication that one or several of them 
belonged to the apostolic circle: rather their conduct toward 
Jesus is characterized as different from that of the apostles ; 
and, indeed, it is expressly said of them that they did not 
believe on Him (John vii. 5). Also after the ascension of 
Christ, when His brethren had become believers, and had 

attached themselves to the apostles, they are expressly, and 
in the same simple manner as before, distinguished from the 
Twelve (Acts i 14; 1 Cor. ix. 5). 2. In no passage of the 
N. T. is it indicated that the adeAdo/ of the Lord were not 
His brothers, in the usual meaning of the word, but His 
cousins ; and, on the other hand, James the son of Alphaeus 
is never reckoned as a brother of Jesus, nor is there any trace 
of a relationship between him and the Lord. Certainly the 
Mary mentioned in John xix. 25 (7) tod KXw7a) was the 
mother of the sons of Alphaeus (Matt. xxvii. 56; Mark 
xv. 40), as "Addaios and KNwrds are only different forms of 
the same name (‘s5n); but from that passage it does not 
follow that this Mary was a sister of the mother of Jesus 
(see Meyer in loc.). 3. According to the lists of the apostles, 
only one of the sons of Alphaeus, namely James, was the 

1 According to the Receptus, the names of the brothers of Jesus are James, 
Joses, Judas, and Simon. Instead of "Iwe7; in Matthew, Lachmann and 

Tischendorf have adopted, according to preponderating authority, “Iwr7p; in 
Mark they, however, read “Iwe%ros; yet here also the Codex Sinaiticus has 
"Iwo74?. It remains doubtful which is the correct name. Comp. Meyer on the 
passage in Matthew. 
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apostle of the Lord. Although the Apostle Lebbaeus (Matt. 
x. 3), whom Mark calls Thaddaeus (Mark ii. 18), is the same 
with "Iovéas "IaxéPov in Luke (Luke vi. 15 ; Acts i. 13), yet 
he was not a brother of James; for, on the one hand, if this 

were the case he would have been called so by Matthew, who 
expressly places the brothers among the apostles together ; 
and, on the other hand, adeddos is not to be supplied to 
the genitive “Iax#Bov in Luke,—contrary to all analogy 
—but vids (see Introduction to Commentary on Jude, sec. 1). 
According to Matt. xxvii. 26 and Mark xv. 40, Alphaeus, 
besides James, had only one other son, Joses. If the apostles 

Judas and Simon were also his sons, his wife Mary in the 
above passages would have been also called their mother, 

_ especially as Joses was not an apostle. From all these data, 
then, the brothers of the Lord, James, Judas, and Simon, are 

not to be considered as identical with the apostles bearing the 
same names. 4. There are, however, two passages, Gal. i. 19 
and 1 Cor. xv. 7, which appear to lead to a different con- 
clusion. In the first passage «¢ mu appears to indicate, as 
many interpreters assume, that Paul, by the addition for the 
sake of historical exactness, remarks that besides the Apostle 
Peter he saw also the Apostle James. But on this supposi- 
tion we cannot see why he should designate him yet more 
exactly as toy adekpov tod Kupiov, since the other Apostle 
James was at that time dead. The addition of this surname 
indicates a distinction of this James from the apostle. Now 
et yy does certainly refer not only to ov« eidov (Fritzsche, 
ad Matth. p. 482; Neander, Winer), but to the whole pre- 
ceding clause; still, considering the position which James 
occupied, Paul might regard him, and indeed was bound to 
regard him, as standing in such a close relation to the real 
apostles that he might use e¢ 4 without including him among 
them." It is evident that Paul did not reckon James among 
the original apostles, since in Gal. ii. he names him and 

* Meyer (in loc.) supposes that James is here reckoned by Paul among the 
apostles in the wider sense of the term. But it is also possible that the words 
si wa x.7.2. are not to be understood as a limitation to the thought before 
expressed, trepoy 3¢ x.¢.A., but as a remark added to it, by which Paul would 
lay stress upon the fact that besides Peter he has also seen James, the brother 
of the Lord, thus the man who possessed not only an apostolic dignity, but to 
whom the opponents of Paul directly appealed. 
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Cephas and John together, not as apostles, but as of Soxodvtes 
eval tt, of SoxodvTes otTVAoL eivat..—In the other passage, 
1 Cor. xv. 7, the word wao.w may be added by Paul, with 
reference to James formerly named, in the sense: “ afterwards 
Christ appeared to James, and then—not to him only, but— 
to all the apostles,” from which it would follow that James 
belonged to the apostles. But this reference is not necessary, 
as mwaow may as well be added in order simply to give 
prominence to the fact that all the apostles, without excep- 
tion, had seen the Lord.? 5. All the other reasons for the 

identity, which are taken from the N. T., as adduced by Lange, 

are too subjective in character to be considered as conclusive ; 
as, for example, that Luke in Acts xii. 17 would have felt 
himself obliged to notice that the James mentioned by him 
here and further on, is not the same with the James whom 

he had called an apostle in Acts i. 13;° that only an apostle 
could have written such an epistle, and have attained to that 
consequence which James possessed in the Church ;* and that 
it is improbable that, besides the Apostles James, Judas, and 

Simon, there should be three of the brothers of Jesus bearing 

the same names.’ 

1That James is reckoned by Paul among the crvaas, has certainly been 

adduced as an argument for the opposite opinion ; but that Paul does not 
reckon those named as ervaw because they were apostles, is undeniable ; and 

that only apostles could be considered as ¢rvao, is an unwarranted assumption. 
Bouman thinks that a mere private person could not attain to such an import- 
ance; but he overlooks the fact that James, as the most prominent of the 
brothers of the Lord, who are named alongside of the apostles, was more than a 

mere private person. 
* Otherwise Meyer (in loc.), who here also understands the expression aréoroAm 

in the wider sense, which certainly receives a justification from the fact that 
the original apostles had before been designated by Paul as of da2exe, 

3 Against this it is to be affirmed, that Luke might certainly assume such an 
acquaintance on the part of his readers with the circumstances, that in speaking 
of James in Jerusalem he did not deem it necessary to remark which James he 
meant. He even names Philip (viii. 5) without saying whether he was the 
apostle or the deacon. Bleek (Hinl. in N. J. p. 545) explains the matter 
differently ; that as the Acts of the Apostles is not to be considered an inde- 
pendent work of Luke, we may suppose that he retained the simple designation 
James as he found it in his document, without making any remark on the 
relation of this James to Jesus and to James the son of Alphaeus. 
The important position of James in Jerusalem was not founded on the 

apostolate, as that office points rather to missionary activity than to an 
episcopal superintendence of a church. 

5 This similarity ceases to be remarkable, when we consider how frequently 
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The testimonies of the post-apostolic age are much too 
uncertain. to decide the controversy; for whilst Clemens 
Alexandrinus (Euseb. Hist. Eccl. ii. 1: 800 8 yeyovacw 
"IaxwBou cis 0 Sixatos ... Erepos 660... Kapatounels) and 
Jerome declare for the hypothesis of identity, the Apostolic 
Constitutions (ii. 55, vi. 12, 14; in the latter passage, after 
the enumeration of the twelve apostles, there are yet named : 
*TdxwBys te 6 Tod Kupiov aderdpos Kal “Iepocodvpwy eri- 
oxotros Kat IIadAos 0 tay Ovav SidadcKadros) and Eusebius 
(commentary on Isa, xvii. 5 in Montfaucon, coll. nova patr. 
IL. p. 422; Hist. Heel. i. 12, vii. 19) definitely distinguish the 
brother of the Lord from the apostles. The statement of 
Hegesippus (in Euseb. iv. 22), to which Credner appeals 
against, and Kern and Lange jor the identity, is not in 
favour of it; also the extract of Jerome from the Hebrew 

gospel cannot with certainty be quoted for it (Hieron. de vir. 
illustrib. chap. ii.); and still less the passage in the Clementine 
Homilies, xi. 35, where the words 7@ AeyOévTe abeEAPO Tod 

kupiov ov annexed to "Iaxk#8 admit of the explanation that 
the designation aderd. 7. xvp. was his familiar surname. The 
opinions of the later Church Fathers are evidently of no weight 

either for or against the identity. 
On the assumption of identity, the word aéeAdos cannot be 

understood in its usual sense. The opinion, obtaining most 
favour since the time of Jerome, is that the so-called adergoi 

the same names are given to different persons in the N. T.; we have only 
to adduce the names Mary, Simon, Joseph, Judas, ete. On the supposition of 

the identity of these three apostles with the three brothers of Jesus, then in the 
passages Matt. xii. 46 (Mark iii. 31 ; Luke viii. 19) and John vii. 3, 5, only 
one brother of the Lord, Joses (or Joseph), could be referred to, particularly as 

sisters could not be included in the idea of brothers, as Lange, it is true, thinks 
is the case in Acts i, 13, 14. 

1 The passage is: pera go apruprocs "ldxwov ray dinetsov, ws xual 6 xd pios tot 

TH aUTH oyu, THAW O tx b:iou adroU Sumewy 6 coU KAwae xabdioruras toicxomes* oy 

mpoibevrs ravess ovran avepsov rou xupiov devrepov. In this passage the translation of 

avrov, of raaw, and of devrepov is doubtful. Kern and Lange refer airsd tos 
x¥pios, connect waa directly with ¢ tx ésiov airov, and refer devrzpoy to ave iiv 

rov xupiov. But avroy may, as Credner remarks, also refer to “IaxwBov, and rdéau 

be connected with xadicrara: triaxores, and dedrepov with cv apoidevro. If adrod 
is referred to *IéxwGev, then James is designated as the real brother of Jesus, 

since in another passage (Euseb. Hist. Eccl. iii, 22) Simeon the son of Clopas is 
called by Hegesippus the son of the uncle of Jesus ; if, on the other hand, it is 
referred to 6 x#p0s, nothing is said regarding the relationship of James to Jesus ; 
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were the cousins of Jesus, namely, the sons of the sister of His 

mother, who was also called Mary, and was the wife of Clopas 
(=Alphaeus). This view is supported by the interpretation 
of John xix. 25, according to which the words Mapia 7 tov 
Kkord are taken in apposition to the preceding 4 adeid2) THs 
LnTpos avtov ; and so the passage is explained by Theodoret: 
aderdos tod Kuplov éxadelto pév, odk Hv bE pioe ... TOD 
Kirora péev jv vids, Tod 8€ Kupiov aveirios" pntépa yap elye 
Thy aderpiy THs ToD Kupiov pTépos. The correct interpreta- 
tion of that passage removes all ground for this opinion. 
Accordingly Lange (in Herzog’s Real-Encyklopidie, and repeated 
in his Commentary, Introduction, p. 10), instead of this view, 

has advanced the theory, that as Clopas, according to Hege- 
sippus, was a brother of Joseph, the so-called brethren of Jesus 
were properly His step-cowsins, but after the early death of 
Clopas were adopted by Joseph, and so actually became the 
brothers of Jesus. But this opinion is destitute of foundation; 

for even although the narrative of Hegesippus is correct, yet 
tradition is silent concerning the early death of Clopas and 
the adoption of his children by Joseph, and as little “does 
history know that the sons of Alphaeus formed one household 
with the mother of Jesus, and were prominent members of it,” 
as Lange maintains. By the denial of identity, aderdos is to 
be understood in its proper sense. Thiersch (A7vit. d. new. test. 

Schriften, pp. 361, 430 ff.) adopts the opinion contained, accord- 

it thus depends on the interpretation of réAs and edrzpev. It cannot be denied 
that +za. is more naturally connected with zzéicraras ivicxeros than with the 
words which immediately follow, as in that case it would clearly mean that 
Simeon became bishop a second time ; but d:’repo» may at least as well be con- 
nected with é» xpoféeveo (in the sense: ‘‘ whom all appointed the second bishop”) 
as with tre dvey. . xvpiov.—Thus, then, the explanation of Credner is not 

inferior to that of Kern and Lange, but rather appears to be the more probable, 
as Hegesippus elsewhere designates James simply as the brother of the Lord, 
and never indicates that he was an apostle; rather in the words: dadéiyeras 3 
chy txnAnciay wsca Tay aWorroAwy 6 ader@os Tod xupioy "laxwfas, 5 bvomecbsts oro 

wévrwy dina: ... Ems) worrol IdéxwPoi ixadouves, he seems at least to distinguish 

him from the apostles. According to Hegesippus, Clopas was a brother of Joseph 
(Euseb. iii. 4), and thus Simeon as the son of Clopas was davsyuds rod xupiov. 
Whether this is correct must indeed remain uncertain; it finds no support in 
the N. T., as there the sons of Clopas (= Alphaeus) are only James and Joses. 
From these remarks it follows how unjustifiable is the assertion of Lange: ‘‘ We 

learn from Hegesippus that James the brother of the Lord was'a brother of 

Simeon, and that both were the sons of Clopas,” 
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ing to his conjecture, in the Gospel of the Hebrews, and 

already advanced by Origen (on Matt. xiii), that the brothers 
of Jesus were the children of Joseph by a former marriage ; 
but against this Wiesinger rightly insists on the fact that this 
opinion of Origen “was by no means prevalent in his time.” 
It owed its origin apparently to a delicacy to deny the per- 
petual virginity of Mary, as Thiersch confesses that “it is not 
to him a matter of indifference whether the mother of the 

Lord remained del trap@évos.” The evangelists, however, have 

not this feeling, for otherwise Matthew and Luke would not 
have said of Mary: érexe Tov vidy abtiis Tov TpwToToKor, 
which points to the birth of later children not only as a 
possible, but as an actual fact. If it were otherwise, there 
would be some indication in the N. T. that Joseph was a 
widower when he married Mary, or that the adeddot *Inood 
were not her children. According to the N. T., the brothers 
of Jesus, to whom James belonged, are the children of Mary 
born in wedlock with Joseph after the birth of Jesus; as is 
correctly recognised by Herder, Credner, Meyer, de Wette, 

Wiesinger, Stier, Bleek, and others. 

In what the evangelists relate of the brothers of Jesus, 
James is not particularly distinguished. Accordingly we are 
not to consider his conduct as different from that of the rest. 
Although closely related by birth to Jesus, His brothers did 
not recognise His higher dignity, so that Jesus with reference 
to them said: ody gore mpodytns Atipos, ef pi) €v TH TaTpid. 
avTov, Kat év TH oikia avTod (Matt. xii. 56). Lange incor- 
rectly infers from John ii. 12, where the brothers of Jesus are 
first mentioned, that “even at the commencement of the 

ministry of Jesus they were spiritually related (that is, by 
faith) to the disciples; ” for at that time the brothers had not 
attached themselves to the disciples, but went with them from 
Cana to Capernaum that they might accompany Mary. Ata 
later period we find them separated from the disciples (see 
Mark iii. 21; Matt. xii. 46; Luke viii. 19);' they go with 

1This event, according to the united testimony of the Synoptists, occurred 
after the choice of the Twelve ; Mark makes it to follow directly upon it. In 
treyov yap, ver. 21, Lange finds an ‘“‘artifice” on the part of those belonging to 
Jesus to rescue Him from the death which threatened Him (!). — Meyer supplies 
to i7aé., “from Nazareth ;” but it is probable that the family at this time 
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Mary to the house where Jesus is, because, thinking that He 
was mad, they wished to bring Him home with them, which 

was evidently no sign of their faith, but rather of their un- 
belief. After the miracle of the loaves, when the feast of 

Tabernacles was at hand, they are with Jesus in Galilee; but 
that even at this period they did not believe on Him, is 
expressly asserted by John (vii. 5). Only after the ascension 
do we find them as disciples of the Lord in close fellow- 
ship with the apostles. We are not informed when this 
change took place, but from the fact that Jesus on the cross 
resigned His mother, as one forsaken, to the care of John, we 

may conjecture that even then they did not believe. It is 
probable that our Lord’s appearance after His resurrection to 
James (1 Cor. xv. 5) decided his belief, and that his con- 
version drew his brothers along with him, as may be 
anferred from the force of his character. So Bleek, Zinl. in d. 

NV. 7. p. 546. James at an early period obtained in the 
church of Jerusalem such a position that he appears as its 
head (about A.D. 44); yet this position is not that of a bishop 
in distinction from presbyters, but he was one of the presbyters 
(Acts xv. 22, 23), whose loftier dignity was not derived from 
any special official authority, but only from his personality. 
In the conference at Jerusalem (in the year 50, Acts xv.) 
James not only took an important part, but his voice gave the 
decision. We cannot call his advice, in accordance with 

which the definite resolution was arrived at, a compromise ; 

for the question whether believers among the Gentiles were 
obliged to be circumcised could only be affirmed or denied. 
James decided the question in the negative, grounding his 
opinion not on his own experience, nor on the communications 
of Paul and Barnabas, but on the divine act narrated by Peter, 
wherein he recognised the commencement of the fulfilment of 
the definite Aoyor TH” mpopntav. When he imposed upon 
the Gentile Christians dméyec@ar ao THv aduoynuaTov TOY 
Elo@AwY Kal THS Topveias Kal TOD TviKTOD Kal Tod aiparos, he 

dwelt no longer in Nazareth, but in Capernaum ; for in Mark vi. 3 the inhabit- 
ants of Nazareth say only of the sisters, but not of His mother and brothers, 

that they dwelt with them (comp. also Matt. xiii. 55). 
1 Lange also, it is true, finds in the demand of the brothers a sign of unbelief, 

but of the unbelief of an enthusiasm which had not yet risen to self-sacrifice ! 
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does so, not in the same sense as that in which the Judaizers 

imposed on them the observance of the law; and when as a 
reason he appeals to the reading of Moses every Sabbath in the 
synagogues even of Gentile cities, he intimates that he wished 
to draw the boundary to the freedom of the Gentile Christians, 
within which they must keep themselves, if it were to be 
possible for the Jewish Christians to live in brotherly fellow- 
ship with them. That James not only recognises Gentile 
Christianity, but also the adwroarody of Paul, is apparent from 
Gal. ii. 7 ffi; yet it does not follow that he entered entirely 
into Paul's views. According to Gal. ii. 12, the persons 
there called tuvés amo "Iax@Bov were offended because Peter 

and the other Jews did eat pera tov eOvav. We are not told 
in the narrative of Paul that these did not come directly from 
James, but only from Jerusalem, at least that they had not 
been sent by James, or that they had expressed themselves 
more strongly than the views of James warranted. The 
influence which they exerted on Peter, and even on Barnabas 
and the other Jewish Christians at Antioch, would rather 

seem to indicate that their words were regarded as those of 
James, who, when he declared himself against ovvecOiew pera 
tov éOvey,' did not contradict his view expressed in the con- 
vention at Jerusalem. It is clear from Acts xxi. 17-26 that 
James attached great importance to the point that every 
aroactacia of the Jews from Moses should be avoided, and 

that the Gentile Christians should remain by that fourfold 
améyer Gar ; he even demanded from Paul a proof that he had 
not ceased to observe the law (rcv voyov duddocewv). From 
the fact that Paul complied with this demand, it follows 
not only that he was not hostilely opposed to the view of 
James, but that he respected it, and recognised in it 
nothing essentially opposed to his own principles. He 
could not have done so had James insisted on the obsery- 
ance of the law in the same sense as did the Judaizing 
Christians, against whom Paul so often and so decidedly con- 

‘Tf Paul by + %vn (Gal. ii. 12) means not Gentiles, but, as is certainly the 

usual view, Gentile Christians, we must suppose, with Wieseler (Kom. iiber d. 
Br. an d. Gal.), that the Gentile Christians at Antioch no longer kept the rules 
established at Jerusalem, otherwise Peter would have had no reason to separate 
himself from them at their meals. — Yet it is doubtful if we are justified in 

assuming this, as the presupposed fact is not in the least indicated by Paul. 
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tended. According to James, the law was not a necessary 
means of justification along with and in addition to faith, but 
the rule of life appointed by God to the people of Israel, 
according to which believing Israel has to conform in the free 
obedience of faith. Thus James was and continued to be in 
his faith in Christ a true Jew, without, however, denying that 

Christianity was not only the glorification of Judaism, but 
also that by it the blessing promised to Israel was imparted to 
the Gentiles without their being subject to the law of Israel." 
The position of James toward the Mosaic law was accordingly 
different from that of Paul. For whilst the latter was con- 
scious that in Christ he was dead to the law (2) @v v7rd vopor, 
1 Cor. ix. 20), so that he felt himself at liberty to be as 
*Iovdaios to the Jews but ws dvopuos to the davouos, though 
always évvopos Xpict@, the former esteemed it to be a sacred 
duty in Christ to observe the law which God had given to His 
people through Moses.” In this legal obedience James showed 
such a strict conscientiousness, that even by the Jews he 
received the name of “the Just.” And considering this his 

1 Weiss is wrong when he maintains (in the dissertation ‘“‘ James and Paul” 
in the deutsche Ztschr. f. christl. Wissenschaft, 5th year, 1854, No. 51) that 
James was a stranger to the distinction between the fulfilment of the law from 
a motive of duty and from the impulse of a new principle, and that in this he 
was in opposition to Paul; that while, according to the latter, the law leads to 
sin and death, according to the view of James it produces righteousness and 
deliverance from death, and that he cherishes the idea, supposed by Weiss to be 
contained in the O. T., that he only can be declared righteous by God who is 
actually perfectly righteous. In opposition to the first two positions it is to be 
urged, that James in chap. ii. speaks not of the O. T. law as such, but of the 
N. T. vézos cas tAcvdcpias ; and against the third position, that the O. T. recog- 
nises distinctly a forgiveness of sins, as well as that James regards d:xasdobas 2 
%pywy as a work of grace, since he does not deny the existence of sin among true 
believers, and in ii. 11 presupposes that it is only possible to stand in the judg- 
ment inasmuch as that judgment is merciful. It is to be observed that Weiss 
advances the same view of James in his bibl. Theologie. 

2 Paul and James before their conversion to Christ certainly occupied different 
positions with regard to the law. The former regarded it—conformably to his 
Pharisaism—as the means of procuring righteousness, and accordingly in his 
strivings he experienced it as a fvyés which weighed him down ; James, on the 
other hand, was certainly one of those pious persons to whom, in the faith of the 
covenant which God made with His people, the law, as the witness of this 
covenant, was the word of divine love, and therefore in it he had found his joy 
and consolation (comp. Ps. cxix. 92, xix. 8-11). Paul found his peace, when 

he recognised himself in Christ free from the law ; James, when he experienced 
in Christ strength to obey the law. 
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peculiar character, it is not at all to be wondered at that the 
Judaistic Christians leant chiefly on him, and that Judaistic 
tradition imparted additional features to his portrait, by which 
he appeared as the ideal of Jewish holiness. According to 
the description of Hegesippus (Euseb. Hist. Heel. ii. 23), he 
was by birth a Nazarite, he led an ascetic life, he never 

anointed with oil nor used the bath, he never wore woollen 

but linen clothes, he was permitted to enter into the sanc- 
tuary, and he prayed constantly on his knees for the forgive- 
ness of the people, and continued in his devotions so long that 
his knees became hard as camels’. This description may 
contain a few genuine traits, yet, as will be generally admitted, 
it cannot be acquitted of “suspicious exaggeration” (Lange). 
The statements of the Ebionites proceed further; in the 
Clementines, James is raised above all the apostles, and exalted 
to the episcopacy of all Christendom; indeed, according to 
Epiphanius (Haeres, xxx. 16), his ascension to heaven was a 
matter of narration; and Epiphanius himself thinks that he 
not only went yearly into the holy of holies, but that he also 
wore the diadem of the high priest. 

SEC. 2.—THE READERS OF THE EPISTLE. 

The contents of the Epistle prove that it was addressed to 
Christians. Not only does the author—who by the designa- 
tion kupiov “Incod Xpictovd Soddos plainly announces himself 
to be a Christian—address his readers throughout as his 
“brethren” (also as his “ beloved brethren”), but in several 
places he distinctly affirms that they stand with him on the 
same ground of faith; in chap.i.18 he says that God has 
begotten them (7uas) by the word of truth; in chap. i. 1 he 
reminds them of their wiotis tov Kupiov “I. Xpictod Tijs 
do&ns ; in chap. ii. 7 he speaks of the goodly name (that is, the 
name of Jesus Christ) which was invoked upon them ; in chap. 
v. 7 he exhorts them to patience, pointing out to them the 
nearness of the coming of the Lord; and in chap. 11. 16 ff. he 
evidently supposes that they had one and the same faith with 
himself. Add to this, that if the author as a do0Xos of Christ 

had written to non-Christians, his Epistle could only have had 
the intention of leading them to faith in Christ; but of such 
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an intention there is not the slightest trace found in the 
Epistle, so that Bouman is completly unjustified when he 
says: vult haec esse epistola estque revera christianae reli- 
gionis schola propaedeutica. Certainly the designation of the 
readers, found in the inscription of the Epistle as ai daédexe 

pura ai év TH Svacropa, appears at variance with this view, 
as such a designation properly applies to Jews dispersed among 
the Gentiles beyond the boundaries of Palestine. By this 
name cannot be meant Christians in general (Hengstenberg), in- 
asmuch as they are the spiritual Israel (in contrast to 6 "Iopair 
Kata odpka, 1 Cor. x. 18; comp. Gal. vi. 16), and still less 
the Gentile Christians (Philippi), because it stamps the nation- 
ality too distinctly (much more than the expression éxAexTol 
TapeTionwo. Suactopas, 1 Pet. i. 1), particularly as nothing 
is added pointing beyond the limits of nationality. The appa- 
rent contradiction is solved by the consideration of the view 

of James, according to which the Christians to whom he wrote 
not only had not ceased to be Jews, but it was precisely those 
Jews who believed in the Messiah promised to them and 
manifested in Jesus who were the true Jews, so that he 

regarded believing Israel as the true people of God, on whom he 
could therefore without scruple confer the name ai dadexa 
dura, pointing to the fathers to whom the promises were 
made; and, besides, it is not to be forgotten that the sharp 
distinction between Christianity springing up in Judaism, and 
Judaism called to Christianity, did not at first arise, but was 

only gradually developed by subsequent historical relations ; 
yet it is not—on account of the above adduced reasons — 
to be inferred, as Bouman and Lange assume, that the Epistle 
was not only written to the converted, but also to the un- 
converted Jews. The destination of the Epistle to Jewish 

1 The solution is unsatisfactory, that ‘‘ James writes to the Jews with whom he 
has access as a servant of Jesus Christ, and on whom as such he has influence.” 

*It is true that the author directly addresses the rich, who were hostilely 

disposed to the Christians ; but it does not follow from this that the Epistle was 
in any proper sense directed to them; it is rather to be explained from the 
liveliness with which he writes. The author sees those who had exposed the 
readers of his Epistle in a twofold manner to temptation (rspacués) as present 
before him, and therefore for the sake of his readers he addresses them directly ; 

as also the prophets often did in their denunciations against the enemies of 
Tsrael. 
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Christians follows from chap. ii. 2, where the place of assembly 
of the congregations is called cuvaywyy; from ii. 29, where 

Monotheism is prominently brought forward; from v. 12, 
where swearing according to forms customary among the Jews 
is forbidden; and from v. 14, where the custom of anointing 

with oil is mentioned. But, besides, all the ethical faults 

which the author reproves are of such a nature that they have 
their root in the carnal Jewish disposition (Wiesinger, Schaff, 
Thiersch, and others’). The indolent reliance, prevailing in 
the congregations, on a faith without works, cannot be ad- 
duced as a feature opposed to the Jewish character; for in its 
nature it is nothing else than the pharisaical confidence on the 
superiority over all other nations, granted by God through 
the law to the people of Israel. As the Jews thought that in 
their law they had a guarantee for their salvation without the 
actual practice of the law (comp. Rom. ii. 17 ff.), so these 
Christians trusted to their faith, though defective in works.” 
That in later times the Jews also placed a false confidence on 
their knowledge of God, Justin testifies when he says: of 
Aéyoucw, STL KAY ApapTwrDL wat, Deov Sé ywweoKovew, ov uy 
Aoylantas avbtois duaptiav (Dial. p. 370, ed. col.). —It is true 
it is not prominently mentioned in the Epistle that the readers 
were solicitous about a scrupulous observance of the rites of 
the Mosaic law, but a false estimate of an external @pnoxela 
was, according to i. 22 ff, not wanting among them, with 
which also was united, as among the Jews, a fanatical zeal 
(opyn). — The condition of these Jewish-Christian congrega- 
tions, as described in the Epistle, was as follows: They were 
exposed to manifold temptations (7retpacpots trotkidous), whilst 
their members as poor (tazrewvol, wrwyot) by reason of their 
faith (chap. i. 5, 6) were oppressed by the rich. But they 
did not bear these persecutions with that patience which 
assures the true Christian of the crown of life; on the con- 

' When Briickner thinks that the description of the readers as ai dadexa Qudai 
does not require that they were merely Jewish Christians, but only that they 
who came over to them from the Gentiles must have submitted to the ordinances 
of the Jewish national life, it is to be observed that circumcised Gentiles were no 

longer regarded as Gentiles, but as Jews. 
2** What James had in view is simply a Jewish orthodoxy which asserted 

itself among the Jewish Christians in the form of a dead unfruitful faith in God 
and the Messiah,” Thiersch. 
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trary, these persecutions gave rise to an inward temptation, 
the blame of which, however, they sought not in themselves, 

in their év@up/a, but in God. Instead of praying in faith 
for the wisdom which was lacking to them, they gave way to 
doubt, which placed them in opposition to the principle of. 
Christian life. Whilst they considered their tameworys as a 
disgrace, they looked with envy at the glitter of earthly 
glory, and preferred the friendship of the world to that of 
God, in consequence of which, even in their religious assem- 

blies, they flattered the rich, whilst they looked down upon 
the poor. This worldly spirit, conducive to the friendship of 
the world, was likewise the occasion of bitter strife among 
them, in which they murmured against each other, and in 

passionate zeal contended with violent words. These conten- 
tions were not “theological discussions” (Reuss) or “ doc- 
trinal dissensions ” (Schmid), for the Epistle points to none of 
these, but concerned practical life, especially the Christian’s 
demeanour in the world As the Jews imagined that it 
belonged to them to be the ruling people of the world, to 
whom all the glory of the world belonged, so also many 
in these congregations wished to possess even on the earth 
in a worldly form the glory promised to Christians, and 
therefore they quarrelled with “the brethren of low degree,” 
who on their part were carried along in passionate wrath 
against those of a proud disposition. In serving the world 
they certainly did not wish to cease to be Christians, but they 
thought to be certain of justification (dc«avodcGar) on account 
of their faith, although that faith was to them something 
entirely external which produced among them a fanatical zeal 
(as the law among the Jews), but not that work of faith which 
consisted, on the one hand, in tnypeiv éavtdv aro Tod Kdcpouv, 
and, on the other, in the practice of compassionate love. Yet 

all were not estranged in this manner from the Christian life ; 
there were still among them disciples of the Lord who were 
and wished to be tazrecvoi; yet worldliness was so prevalent 
in the midst of them that even they suffered from it. Hence 

1 The observation of Reuss (§ 144) is misleading : ‘‘ The supremacy of systems 
and philosophy of faith was to the simple-minded and unphilosophical author as 
much opposed as the supremacy of money and fine clothes,” since the AaaAsiv 
against which James contends has nothing to do with ‘systems and philosophy.” 
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the admonitory and warning nature of the Epistle to all, yet 
so that it is addressed chiefly sometimes to the one party and 
sometimes to the other, and is in its tone now mild and now 

severe. All, however, are addressed as ddeAdoi, except the 
rich, who are distinctly stated as those who stand not inside, 
but outside of the congregations to whom the Epistle was ad- 
dressed. These faults in the congregations were the occasion 
which induced James to compose his Epistle. The Epistle 
itself is opposed to the opinion of Lange, that its occasion can 
only be understood when it is recognised that the Jewish Chris- 
tians were infected by the fanaticism of the Jews, in which the 
revolutionary impulse of independence and revenge was united 
with enthusiastic apocalyptic and chiliastic hopes, and which 
was excited by the antagonism of the Gentile world to Judaism ; 

in the Epistle only in an arbitrary manner can references and 
allusions to these “ hzstorical conditions” be maintained. 

The churches to which the Epistle is addressed are, accord- 
ing to the inscription, outside of Palestine, chiefly in Syria 
and the far East, whilst in the West there were hardly any 
Jewish Christian churches; yet it is possible that the author 
also included, by the expression employed, the churches in 
Palestine only outside of Jerusalem (Guericke). 

SEC. 3. CONTENTS AND CHARACTER OF THE EPISTLE. 

The Epistle commences with a reference to the wepacpot 
which the readers had to endure, exhorting them to esteem 
them as reasons for joy, to prove their patience under them, 
to ask in faith for the wisdom which was lacking to them, to 
which a warning against doubt is annexed. To the rich the 
judgment of God is announced; whilst to the lowly, who 
endure patiently, the crown of life is promised (i. 1-12). 
Directly upon this follows the warning not to refer the internal 
temptations which arose from their own lusts (érs@uuia) to 
God, as from God, on the contrary, cometh every good gift, 
especially the new birth by the word of truth (i. 13-18). To 
this is annexed the exhortation to be swift to hear, slow to 

speak, and slow to wrath. This exhortation forms the basis 

for the following amplifications. The first, “ swift to hear,” is 
more precisely defined: to receive with meekness the word 
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which is able to save the soul, in such a way as there shall 
be no failure in the doing of the word by works of compas- 
sionate love, and by preserving oneself from the world 
(i. 19-27). With special reference to the flattery of the rich 
and the despising of the poor occurring in their assemblies, 
the sin of respect of persons is brought before the readers and 
pressed upon them ; that whosoever shall transgress the law in 
one point, he is guilty of all, and that to the unmerciful a 
judgment without mercy will be meted out (i. 1-15); where- 
upon it is strongly affirmed that it is foolish to trust to a faith 
which without works is in itself dead. Such a faith does not 
profit ; for by works a man is justified, and not by faith only, as 
also the examples of Abraham and Rahab show (ii. 14-26), — 
Without any transition, an earnest warning follows against the 
vain desire of teaching, which evidently refers to “slow to speak, 
slow to wrath.” The warning is founded on the difficulty, 
indeed the impossibility, of bridling the tongue. Heavenly 
wisdom is then commended in contrast to the wisdom of this 
world, which is full of bitter envy (iii. 1-18). The author 
severely reprimands his readers for their strifes arising from 
the love of the world, and exhorts them to humble themselves 

before God, and not to judge one another (iv. 1-12). He then 
turns to those who, in the pride of possession, forget their 
dependence on God, points out to them the fleeting nature of 
human life, subjoins a severe apostrophe against the rich, to 
whom he announces the certain judgment of God (iv. 13-v. 6), 
and, pointing to the Old Testament examples, exhorts his 
readers to a persevering patience in love, as the coming of the 
Lord is at hand (v. 7-11). After a short warning against idle 
swearing (v. 12), the author gives advice as to how the sick 
are to behave themselves, exhorting them to mutual confession 
of sin, and, referring to the example of Elias, to mutual inter- 

cession; he then concludes the Epistle by stating the blessing 
which arises from the conversion of a sinner (v. 13-20)." 

1 On the train of thought in the Epistle, see ‘‘ The Connection of the Epistle of 
James,” by Pfeiffer, in theol. Stud. u. Kritiken, 1850, Part I. In this disserta- 

tion the importance of i. 19 for the construction of the Epistle is correctly recog- 
nised ; only the two members fpadds tis +d AaAFoas and Bpadds sis opyryv are too 
much separated from each other, and accordingly the commencement of a third 
division of the Epistle is placed at iii. 18, where, however, the reference to the 
épy” in the preceding paragraph is evident. 
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This Epistle was not addressed to a single church, but to a 
circle of churches (namely, to the Jewish-Christian churches 

outside of Palestine or of Jerusalem), on which account, when 
received into the canon, it was classed among the so-called 
émiatoAais KaGoXtKais, by which, however, nothing is deter- 
mined concerning its peculiar design." For, even although 
the seven Catholic Epistles received this name with reference 
to the already existing collection of the Pauline Epistles, yet 
the opinion of Kern (Commentary, Introduction), that the 
collection of these epistles under that name indicates an 
internal relationship with reference to the doctrine and 
tendency of Paul, is not justified. As an encyclical epistle, 
the Epistle of James considers only congregational, but not 
personal relations. With regard to its contents, it is decidedly 
ethical, not dogmatic, and that not merely because it treats 
only of the ethical faults in the congregations referred to, but 
also because it contemplates Christianity only according to its 
ethical side.? It is peculiar to this Epistle that the gospel— 
the word of truth by which God effects the new birth, and of 
which it is said that it is able to save the soul—is designated 
vouos. This vosos, more exactly characterized as TéAevos 6 
THs eXevGepias, is certainly distinguished from the O. T. 
vouos, which only commands, without communicating the 
power of free obedience ; but, at the same time, in this very 
designation the conviction is expressed of the closest connec- 
tion between Judaism and Christianity, whilst the same vowos 
Bacidixos, which forms the essence of the law in the O. T. 

economy, is stated as the summary of this N. T. vowos. Taking 
these two points together, it follows, according to the view of 
the author, that, on the one hand, the Christian by means of 

mots, Which is implanted in his mind by the word of truth, 
has stepped into a new relation with God (and in so far 
Christianity is a new creation); and, on the other hand, the 

? Concerning the name iwizrorai xadodrsxai, see Introductions to the N. T. 
The most probable opinion is, that x«#oa.xés is synonymous with iyxvxAss. The 
reason why 1 and 2 John are included, is that they belonged to the First 
Epistle, and were appended to it. See also Herzog’s Real-Encyklopédie, article 
“‘katholische Briefe.” 

* Also ‘‘the mystical element ” (Briickner, Gunkel) is not wanting, as appears 
from i. 18 ; but this is only indicated in a passing manner, without James further 
entering upon it. 

MEYER.—JAMEs. B 
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chief point of Christianity consists in this, that in it such 
a motnows is possible, by which a man is paxdpios, and ray 
be assured of future cwtnp/a (and in so far Christianity is 
glorified Judaism). Hence the author can ascribe no im- 
portance to a miotus which is without épya, and hence it is 
natural to him to place all the importance on the épya, that 
is, on the works which proceed from faith; yet he does this 
neither in the sense that man by his épya is placed in this 
new relation to God, for it is only zm this relation that he can 
do these works, nor yet in the sense that by them he can 
merit owtrpia or Sdixavotcbat in the judgment (év Té 
Kpiver@ar), for James does not deny that the believer con- 
tinues a sinner, and that therefore he can only be acquitted 
in judgment by the mercy of God.— The reticence on 
christological points is another peculiarity of this Epistle. 
Yet there is not wanting in it a decidedly Christian impress. 
This is seen in two ways: First, ethical exhortations are 
enforced—though not, as is often the case in other N. T. 

Epistles, by a reference to the specific points of Christ’s salva- 
tion—hby a reference both to the saving act of regeneration 
by the gospel, and to the advent of the Lord, so that as the 
foundation of the Christian ethical life subjectively considered 
is miotis, so objectively it is the redemption of God in Christ. 
Secondly, the same dignity is attributed to Christ in this 
Epistle as in the other writings of the N. T. This is seen 
from the fact that the author calls himself a dodA0s of God 
and of the Zord Jesus Christ. It is here to be observed that 
God and Christ are placed in juxtaposition, and that the same 
name is given to Christ as to God, namely «vpuos, by which 
He is placed on an equality with God, and specifically 
distineuished from man. The circumstance that the author 
directly unites the divine judgment with the coming of the 
Lord, indeed designates the Lord Himself as the Judge, also 
points to this higher dignity of Christ. See Dorner, Lehre von 
der Person Christi, 2d ed. part I. p. 94 ff; Kern, Komment. 
p- 40; Schmid, Bibl. Theol. part Il. § 57.1. Nor are christo- 
logical points wanting in the Epistle; though the fact that 
they are more repressed than is the case elsewhere in the N. T., 

and that specific acts of redemption, as the incarnation of 
Christ, His death, His resurrection, etc., are entirely omitted, 
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forms a peculiarity of this Epistle which distinguishes it from 
ali the other writings of the N. T. The view of the author is 
directed less to the past than to the future, as this corresponds 
to his design, which aimed at the practical bearing of Chris- 
tianity ; seei12, ii. 5,14, ii. 1, v. 1,7, 9. See on the contents 

of the Epistle, Weiss, Bibl. Theol. des N. T. pp. 196-219. — 
It is undeniable that there is a connection between this 
Epistle and Christ's Sermon on the Mount; Kern calls it a 
counterpart of the same, and Schmid (bibl. Theol. ii. § 60) 
says that James had it for his model. Yet this is not to be 
understood as if the Sermon on the Mount, as transmitted by 
Matthew, was influential for the conception of this Epistle ; it 
is not even proved that the author was acquainted with that. 
writing ; and not only do we find in each of these two writings 
many references which are foreign to the other, but also. 
where they coincide there is a difference of expression in the 
same thoughts. The relationship consists rather in the fact 
that the ethical view of Christianity, as seen in the Epistle, is 
in perfect accordance with the thoughts expressed by Christ in 
the Sermon on the Mount, as well as in His other discourses, 

and which, before they were reduced to writing, were in their 
original form vividly impressed on the Church by oral tradition. 
Embued with the moral spirit of Christianity announced in 
these words of Jesus, the author of the Epistle regards Chris- 
tianity chiefly as a moral life, so that even the person of 
Christ, in a certain measure, steps into the background ; 
just as Christ Himself, where He treats of the ethical life, is 
comparatively silent with reference to His own person. The 
parallel passages from the Sermon on the Mount are the 
following: chap. i. 2, Matt. v. 10-12; chap. i. 4 (wa jre 
térevot), Matt. v. 48; chap, i. 5, v. 15 ff, Matt. vii. 7 ff; 

chap. 1. 9, Matt. v. 3; chap. i. 20, Matt. v. 22; chap. ii. 13, 
Matt. vi. 14, 15, v. 7; chap. ii. 14 ff, Matt. vii. 21 ff; chap. 
iii, 17, 18, Matt. v. 9; chap. iv. 4, Matt. vi. 24; chap. iv. 10, 
Matt. v. 3, 4; chap. iv. 11, Matt. vii. 1 £; chap. v. 2, Matt. 
vi. 19; chap. v. 10, Matt. v.12; chap. v. 12, Matt. v. 33 ff 
There are also parallel passages from the other discourses of 
Jesus: chap. i. 14, Matt. xv. 19; chap. iv. 12, Matt. x. 28. 
Compare also the places where the rich are denounced with 
Luke vi. 24 ff. — But as these parallel passages do not prove 
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the use of the synoptical Gospels, so neither is a use of the 
Pauline Epistles demonstrated.'| The few places where the 
author coincides with the First Epistle of Peter are to be 

explained from an acquaintance of Peter with this Epistle. 
On the other hand, it is worthy of remark that not only is 

there frequent reference to the expressions and _ historical 
examples of the O. T., but that the idea “of the contrast, 
running through the spirit of Israel, between the externally 
fortunate but reprobate friendship of the world, and the 
externally suffering but blessed friendship of God” (Reuss), 
pervades this Epistle. — Several passages are evidently founded 
on corresponding passages in the Apocrypha of the O, T. 

As, on the one hand, the Epistle is a letter of comfort and 

exhortation for the believing brethren, so, on the other hand, 
it is a polemical writing; but its polemics are directed not 
against dogmatic errors, but ethical perversions, Only one 
passage, chap. ii. 14-26, appears to combat a definite doctrine, 
and that the doctrine of justification of the Apostle Paul. But 
whatever view may be taken of this, the polemics are here 
introduced for the sake of ethical Christian life, namely, only 
with the object of showing that Christians are not indolently 
to trust to a mots without works, but are to prove a living 
faith by good works, so that the proposition é€& épyav 
Suxavodtat avOpwros, Kai ovK éx mictews povoy is by no 
means employed to confute the Pauline principle, ov dux- 
awodtat avOpwros é& épywv vouov, eav pr Sia wictews 
‘Inootd: Xpictod, in the application in which Paul made the 
assertion. Here, then, as everywhere, we see that the author 

is a man whose attention is entirely directed to practical life, 
and who both for himself and for others has in view, as the 

aim of all striving, a teAevorns Which consists in the perfect 
agreement of the life with the divine will, which the law in 
itself was incapable of producing, but which to the Christian 
is rendered possible, because God, according to His will, has 
by faith implanted His law as an inner principle of life, and 
therefore is to be aimed at with all earnestness. 

In recent times, the peculiar tendency of this Epistle has 
often been designated as that of a Jewish Christianity. It is 

‘Incorrectly, Hengstenberg thinks that chap. i. 2, 3 refers to Rom. v. 3; 
chap. i. 25, ii. 12, to Gal. iv. 5; and chap. i. 22 to Rom, ii. 13. 
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true that there is not the slightest trace of an agreement with 
the view expressed in Acts xv.1: éav py mepetépvnabe TO EOE 
Moicéas, ov dvvacbe cwOjvar; neither is circumcision, nor 
the ritual observances of the Mosaic law, anywhere mentioned ; 
but the supposition of the unity of the Old and New Testament 
law which lies at the foundation of the Epistle, as well as the 
peculiar importance assigned to moujous tod épyou, with the 
reticence on the christological points of salvation, point cer- 
tainly to a Jewish-Christian author, who occupies a different 
position to the law from that of the Apostle Paul. So far, 
there is nothing to object to in this designation ; only it must 
not be forgotten that, apart from the heretical forms into which 
Jewish Christianity degenerated, it might assume, and did 
assume, special forms different from that presented in this. 
Epistle. If, in later Jewish-Christian literature, there are many 
traces of a relationship with the tendency of this Epistle, yet. 

there is to be recognised in this fact not less the definite: 
influence of the person of the author than its Jewish-Christian 
spirit. 

As regards the style and form of expression, the language is: 
not only fresh and vivid, the immediate outflow of a deep and 
earnest spirit, but at the same time sententious and rich in 
graphic figure. Gnome follows after gnome, and the discourse 
hastens from one similitude to another: so that the diction 
often passes into the poetical, and in some parts is like that 
of the O. T. prophets. We do not find logical connection, 
like that in St. Paul; but the thoughts arrange themselves 
in single groups, which are strongly marked off from one 
another. We everywhere see that the author has his object 
clearly in sight, and puts it forth with graphic concreteness. 
“ As mild language is suited to tender feeling, so strong feel- 
ings produce strong language. Especially, the style acquires 
emphasis and majesty by the climax of thoughts and words 
ever regularly and rhetorically arrived at, and by the constantly 
occurring antithesis,” Kern (Commentary, p. 37 f.). — Also the 
mode of representation in the Epistle is peculiar: “The writer 
ever goes at once in ves medias; and with the first sentence 
which begins a section (usually an interrogative or imperative 
one), says out at once, fully and entirely, that which he has in 
his heart ; so that in almost every case the first words of each 
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section might serve as a title for it. The further develop- 
ment of the thought, then, is regressive, explaining and 

grounding the preceding sentence, and concludes with a com- 
prehensive sentence, recapitulating that with which he began” 
(Wiesinger). 

SEC. 4.—THE AUTHENTICITY OF THE EPISTLE. 

According to the inscription, the Epistle is written by James, 
who styles himself Soddos of God and of the Lord Jesus 
Christ ; but this designation is neither in favour of nor against 
the apostolate of the author. Still it is evident from the whole 
contents of the Epistle, addressed to the Jewish-Christian 
churches of the Diaspora, that no other James is mednt than 
“the brother of the Lord,” who is not identical with the 
Apostle James (see sec. 1). Eusebius expresses himself un- 
certainly concerning its authenticity ; he reckons it among the 
Antilegomena (Hist. Eccl. iii. 25), and says of it: ioréov as 
voOeverat pev, that not many of the ancients have mentioned 
it, but that nevertheless it is publicly read in most of the 
churches (Hist. Eccl. 1. 23). Of the ancient Fathers, Origen 
is the first who expressly cites it (tom. xix. in Joan.: ws év TH 
pepomevn “IaxwBov émictovn avéyvoper) ; in the Latin version 
of Rufinus, passages are often quoted from the Epistle as the 
words of the Apostle James (ed. de la Rue, vol. ii, Hom. viii. 
in Exod. p. 158: “sed et Apostolus Jacobus dicit;” comp. 
pp. 139, 191, 644, 671, 815). The Epistle is not mentioned 
in the writings of Clemens Alexandrinus, Irenaeus, and Ter- 
tullian ; yet, according to Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. vi. 14), it was 
known and commented on by Clemens Alexandrinus. Diony- 
sius Alexandrinus expressly mentions it ; and Jerome (Catalog. 
ce. iii.) directly calls James, the Lord’s brother, the author of 
the Epistle, yet with the remark: quae et ipsa ab alio quodam 
sub nomine ejus edita asseritur. It is of special importance 
that this Epistle is found in the old Syriac version, the Peshito, 
in which are wanting the four smaller Catholic Epistles and 
the Apocalypse. Guericke (inl. p. 442) with truth remarks : 
“that this testimony is of the greater importance, as the 
country from which the Peshito proceeded closely bordered on 
that from which the Epistle originated, and as that testimony 
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was also repeated and believed in by the Syriac Church of the 
following age.” The early existence of the Epistle appears by 
many similarities to single passages in the earliest writings. 
The agreement which subsists between some passages of First 
Peter and this Epistle is undeniable; compare 1 Pet. i. 6, 7 
with Jas. i. 2,3; 1 Pet. ii. 1 with Jas. i. 21; 1 Pet. iv. 8 

with Jas. v. 20, and 1 Pet. v. 5-9 with Jas.iv. 6,7,10. (See 
author’s Comm. on First Peter, Introd. sec. 2.) That Clemens 
Romanus, in his Fpist. ad Corinth. chap. x. Xil. XVii. XXXVIIL, 
alludes to corresponding passages in this Epistle, is not so cer- 
tain as Kern (in his Commentary), Guericke, Wiesinger, and 
others assume; for that Clemens in chap. x. adduces, among 
the pious men of the Old Testament, Abraham, referring to 

Gen. xv. 6, is not surprising; also the words 0 ¢/Aos mpoca- 
yopevOe’s do not prove an acquaintance with the Epistle, as 
Abraham was already so called by Philo; his offering of Isaac 
is indeed mentioned, but not as an épyov, on account of which 

he was justified. Similarly with reference to the mention of 
Rahab, of whom it is said in chap. xii.: dua miotw Kal dtdo- 
Eeviavy éo@On “Pad, 4) wépvn, whereupon follows the history.’ 
Still less is the connection between chap. xvii. and Jas. v. 
10,11. It seems more certain that Jas. iii. 13 lies at the 

foundation of the words in chap. xxxviii.: 6 cogos évderxvic Ow 
Tv copiay avTov pi) ev Noyous GAN’ év Epryous ayalots. Some 
similarities to the Epistle likewise occur in Hermas; thus 
ILI. simi. 8: nomen ejus negaverunt, quod super eos erat invoca- 
tum (comp. Jas. ii. 7); yet here the discourse is not concerning 
the rich and an invective upon them. Further, the passages 
II. mand. xii. 5: édv ody avtioths avtov (Tov didBorov), viKn- 
Geis pevEeras (comp. Jas. iv. 7) ; and IL. mand. xii. 6 : PoBnOnte 
Tov Kvptov, Tov Suvapevoy caoar Kal arodécat (comp. Jas. 
iv. 12). Of greater importance than this coincidence in single 
expressions is the fact that, with Hermas, a view generally 
predominates which agrees in many respects with that of the 
Epistle ; Christianity is also with him mostly considered in its 
ethical sense; the christological points step into the back- 

1 Even Guericke admits that this passage of the example of Rahab, according 
to its actual contents, is a reminiscence rather of Heb. xi. 31 than of Jas. ii. 25. 

But it is possible that Clemens had neither the one passage nor the other in 
view. 
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ground ; the distinction of rich and poor is strongly emphasized; 
and in the exhortation to prayer, mia7is is expressly insisted 
on, and dupvyéa (II. mand. 9) is warned against; so that an 
acquaintance of the author of this writing with the Epistle can 
scarcely be denied. Also the Clementine Homilies, apart from 
their speculative contents, exhibit an acquaintance with the 
tendency of this Epistle. Kern has collected a great number 
of parallel passages, yet it cannot be denied that in individual 
cases both the connection and the expression of thought are 
different. In Irenaeus (adv. haer. iv. 16. 2) the union of the 
words: Abraham credidit Deo et reputatum est illi ad justi- 

tiam, with those which directly follow: et amicus Dei vocatus 
est, points to Jas. li. 23 ; also, in Clemens Alex. Strom. vi. p. 

696, ed. Sylb., a similarity to Jas. ii. 8 can scarcely be denied ; 
whilst the designation of Abraham in Tertullian (adv. Judacos, 
cap. 2) as amicus Dei, proves nothing. Cyrill of Jerusalem 
(Catech. iv. ec. 33) reckons all the seven Catholic Epistles 

among the canonical writings; and since his time the Epistle 
has been unhesitatingly reckoned an apostolic writing belong- 
ing to the canon." 

According to the above data, a certain dubiety undoubtedly 
prevailed in tradition, which, however, proves nothing against 

the authenticity, as it is easily accounted for from the peculiar 
nature of the Epistle. For, on the one hand, James the Lord’s 
brother had, it is true, obtained an apostolic importance, so that 

Paul numbered him among the pillars of the church; yet he 
was not an apostle, and the more closely the Jewish-Christian 
churches attached themselves to him, so the more estranged 
must he have become to the other churches ; and, on the other 

hand, the Epistle was directed only to the Jewish-Christian 
churches, and the more these, by holding to the original 
type, distinguished and separated themselves from the other 
churches, the more difficult must it have been to regard an 
epistle directed to them as the common property of the 
church, especially as it appeared to contain a contradiction to 
the doctrine of the Apostle Paul. These circumstances, as 

Thiersch (K7vit. p. 359 f.) and Wiesinger have rightly remarked, 
would hinder the universal recognition of the Epistle; but the 

1 Only Theodorus Mopsuestius is said to have rejected it, according to the 

statement of Leontius Bysantius (contra Nest, et Hut, iii. 14). 
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more this was the case, so much the more valuable are those 
testimonies of antiquity, although isolated, in favour of its 
genuineness. 

Whilst, in the Middle Ages, the canonicity of the Epistle 
was not questioned, in the sixteenth century objections to it of 
various kinds were advanced. It is well known that Luther 
did not regard the Epistle as apostolical. In his preface to it 
(1522) he thus expresses his opinion: “In my opinion, it 
was some good pious man who got hold of and put on paper 
some sayings of the disciples of the apostles, or perhaps another 
has made notes from his preaching.” In the preface to the 
N. T. (1522) he calls the Epistle, compared with the best 
books of the N. T. (which he names as the Gospel and First 
Epistle of John, the Pauline Epistles, particularly the Romans, 

the Galatians and the Ephesians, and First Peter), “a right 
strawy Epistle, for it has in it no true evangelical character.” 
In his sermons on the Epistles of Peter (1523), Luther says 
that one may discern that the Epistle of James is “no genuine 
apostolical epistle;” and in his Kirchenpostille (delivered in 
the summers of 1527 and 1528), he again says that it “ was 
neither written by an apostle, nor has it the true apostolic 
ring, nor does it agree with the pure doctrine” (Luther's 
Works, edited by Plochmann, vol. VIII. p. 268). So also, in a 
sermon on the day of Epiphany, he says, “James and Jude 
many think are not writings of the apostles.” The reasons 
with which Luther supports his depreciatory judgment of the 
Epistle, and which he gives in his preface to it, are the follow- 
ing :—(1) That it “proclaims the righteousness of works, in 
flat contradiction to Paul and all other scripture ;” it is true 
“a gloss (or explanation) of such righteousness of works may 
be found; but that the Epistle adduces the saying of Moses 
(Rom. iv. 3), which speaks only of Abraham’s faith and not of 
his works, in favour of works, cannot be defended.” (2) That 
it “makes no mention of the sufferings, the resurrection, and 

the Spirit of Christ.” Besides, he objects to the Epistle, that 
this James does nothing more than urge men to the law and 
its works, and “ confusedly passes from one subject to another.”! 

? Also in the Table-Talk (Plochmann’s edition, vol. LXII. p. 127) the same 
opinion is expressed : ‘‘ Many have endeavoured and laboured to reconcile the 
Epistle of James with Paul. Philip Melancthon refers to it in his Apology, but 
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Assuming that some passages are borrowed from First Peter, 
and that chap. iv. 5 is from Gal. v. 17, he comes to the con- 
clusion, that as James was put to death by Herod before Peter, 
he could not be the author of the Epistle, but that the real 
author must have lived long after Peter and Paul.!— With 
the opinion of Luther agree the Muagdeburgh Centuries, 
Hunnius, Althamer, and others ; and also Wetstein.?” On the 

other hand, with evident reference to this opinion, Calvin 
defends the Epistle ; in his introduction to his commentary he 
says: Quia nullam ejus (epistolae) repudiandae satis justam 
causam video, libenter eam sine controversia amplector; he 

repudiates the assertion that the Epistle contradicts the Apostle 
Paul; against the reason: quod parcior in praedicanda Christi 
eratia videtur, quam apostolo conveniat, he asserts: non est ab 
omnibus exigendum, ut idem argumentum tractent; and he 
then gives his own judgment: Nihil continet Christi apostolo 
indignum ; multiplici vero doctrina scatet, cujus utilitas ad 
omnes Christianae vitae partes late patet. On the other hand, 
the Epistle did not remain unattacked even in the Catholic 
Church; not only Erasmus, but also Cajetan (on account of 
the unapostolic salutation, chap. i. 1), expressed doubts of its 
apostolic origin. But neither these doubts nor the attacks of 
Luther deprived the Epistle of its ecclesiastical authority ; on 
the contrary, it was regarded in the Protestant not less than 
in the Catholic Church, as the work of the Apostle James 

not with earnestness ; for ‘ faith justifies’ and ‘ faith does not justify’ are plain 
contradictions. Whoever can reconcile them, on him will I put on my cap 
(Barett), and allow him to call me a fool.” This saying, as well as the expres- 
sion in the Kirchenpostille, proves that Luther, even in his later years, continued 
firm to the opinion expressed in his preface to the Epistle of 1522, and in his 
preface to the N. T. of the same year, although in the later editions of the 
N. T. the whole conclusion, in which he treats of the distinction between the 

books of the N. T., is omitted (see Plochmann, vol. LXIII. p. 114). 
1This opinion of Luther, that the supposed author is James the son of 

Zebedee, is surprising, as in the tradition of the church of his own and of the 
preceding time, not James the son of Zebedee, but James the son of Alphaeus, was 
regarded as the author; yet in some mss. of the Peshito it is ascribed to the 
former. 

2 Wetstein’s opinion is as follows: Meam sententiam nemini obtrudam, 
tantum dicam, me epistolam Jacobi non existimare esse scriptum apostolicum, 
ob hane rationem: primo, quia directe contra Paulum et omnem scripturam 
operibus justificationem tribuit; denique, Jacobus ipsa ita confundit omnia ac 
permiscet, ut mihi vir bonus aliquis ac simplex fuisse videatur, qui arreptis 
quibusdam dictis discipulorum apostolicorum ea in chartam conjecerit. 
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the Younger, who was considered as identical with “the Lord’s 
brother.” —- Afterwards Faber (Observatt. in Ep. Jac., Coburg 
1770), Bolten (Uebers. der neut. Briefe), Schmidt (Hinl. ins 
NV. T.), and Bertholdt advanced the untenable opinion, that 

the Epistle of James was originally written in Aramaic, and 
afterwards translated by another into Greek; de Wette, in his 

Introduction to the New Testament, asserted that the com- 

position of this Epistle by the Lord’s brother—whom he also 
regarded as the same with James the son of Alphaeus—was 
doubtful. De Wette advances the following reasons for his 
doubts :—(1) That we cannot see what should have induced 
James to write to all the Jewish Christians in the world; (2) 
that the mzsplaced contradiction to Paul seems unworthy of 
James; (3) that if ii, 25 is to be regarded as a reference to 
Heb. xi. 31, this would betray an author of a later day; and 
(4) lastly, that it is incomprehensible that James should have 
attained to such a use of the Greek language. If de Wette 
at a later period somewhat modified his opinion, still he 
remained true to his doubts, which he did not deny even in 
his exeget. Handbuch. Against these reasons it is to be 
observed,—1. The occasion of the writing is clearly to be 
recognised from the Epistle itself, namely, the ethical faults in 
the churches referred to; that only the Jewish Christians in 
Palestine had separate churches for themselves, is an un- 
founded assumption of de Wette. 2. The opinion of a con- 
tradiction to Paul is destitute of all sure exegetical reasons ; 
see explanation of i. 14 ff. 3. It cannot be proved that the 
example of Rahab is taken from the Epistle to the Hebrews. 
4. It cannot be perceived why James should be less skilled in 
the Greek language than must be assumed from this Epistle. — 
When de Wette in his exeget. Handbuch thinks that the author 
has appropriated to himself from Paul (out of his Epistles) 
the free moral spirit, but not his contemplative believing 
view, and that it is very doubtful whether he ever reached 
such a standpoint, it is to be observed that such subjective 
suppositions form no sure basis for criticism. — Schleiermacher 
(in his Introduction to the N. T., edited by Wolde) judges of 
the Epistle even more unfavourably than de Wette. He not 
only agrees with Luther that the author “ is confused,” and is 
destitute “of the true evangelical character,’ but he also 
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objects that the transitions are “either ornate and artificial, or 
awkward;” that the artificial character of the diction shows 

that the author was a stranger to the Greek language; that 
much therein is bombast. Schleiermacher, indeed, acknowledges 

that the Epistle is addressed to Jewish Christians, that possibly, 
in the section ii. 14—26, “no reference to the Pauline theory 

lies at the foundation ;” that, if the writing is to be placed 
in the canonical period of the apostolic writings, it must be 
put at an early period, as there is no reference to the relation 

between the Jewish and the Gentile Christians; that it indi- 

cates a view of Christianity out of which afterwards Ebionite 
Christianity may have arisen. But, on the other hand, in 
opposition to these admissions, Schleiermacher thinks that if 
the Epistle belongs to the early period, it could not have been 
addressed to churches outside of Palestine; that we would 

expect it to have been written in Aramaic; that, considering 
the idea of Christianity which predominates in it (namely, 
that it is the fullest development of monotheism), we can with 
difficulty imagine that “this James was the same person wha 
was the immediate disciple of Christ and the apostles, who 
afterwards became bishop of Jerusalem, and was so earnest (?) 
for the diffusion of Christianity among the Gentiles.” — Finally, 
Schleiermacher arrives at the conclusion that the Epistle is a 
later production and fabrication, Ze. not founded on fact, and 
not intended by its author for any particular circle of readers. 
The explanation of the origin and composition of the Epistle 
which he most favoured was, that “some one wrote it in the 

name of the Palestinian apostle James, and collected remini- 
scences from his discourses not in the happiest manner, and in 
a language which was not familiar to him.” This criticism 
wants a sure ground to rest upon, as much as the criticism of 
de Wette.— Also the recent Tiibingen school, in conformity 
with their view of the development of Christianity, have 
denied the authenticity of the Epistle. They place its origin 
in the period when the two antagonistic principles of Jewish 
Christianity and Paulinism already began to be reconciled, in 
order to be united together in Catholicism. Baur, both in his 
Paulus (p. 677 ff.) and in his Christenthum der 3 ersten Jahr- 
hunderte (p. 96 f.), has attempted to prove that the Epistle 
belongs to a period when Jewish Christianity had already 
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made an important concession in relinquishing the necessity 
of circumcision to Gentile Christianity, and that it proves 
itself to be a product of the post-Pauline period, in that it 
opposes SixarodcGar €& Epywv to the Pauline dicarodcPar éx 
wiatews, but, on the other hand, does not deny the influence 

of Paulinism ; for, in accordance with the Pauline idea of 

making the law an inward thing, “it not only speaks of the 
commandment of love as a royal law, but also speaks of a law 
of liberty.” —Schwegler (das mnachapost. Zeitalter, vol, J. 
p. 415 ff.) has attempted to justify this view of Baur by an 
examination of particulars. The following are the reasons 
which he assigns for the composition of the Epistle in the 

post-apostolic period :—1. Its want of individuality; 2. The 
want of acquaintance of Christian antiquity with it, and its 

late recognition as a canonical writing; 3. The form of a 
mild Ebionitism which pervades it; 4. The internal congrega- 
tional relations presupposed; 5. Its acquaintance with the 
Pauline Epistles, the Epistle to the Hebrews, and the Gospel 
of the Hebrews. The Hbionitical character of the Epistle is 
proved—(1) from the name of James attached to it ; (2) from 
the designation of the readers as the dwdexa dural x.7.d., by 
which not the Jewish-Christian churches, but entire Chris- 

tianity is meant; (3) from the retention of the old Jewish 
name ovvaywy) instead of éxxAncia; (4) from the statement 
of the Christian life as the fulfilling of the law, united with 
reticence upon the doctrine of the person of Christ; (5) from 
the relation of the Epistle to the Shepherd of Hermas and the 
Clementine Homilies; (6) from the use of the Apocrypha ; 
(7) from the polemic against the Pauline doctrine of justifica- 
tion; and (8) lastly, from the antagonism to the Gentile 
Christians, who under the name wAovevoe are put in opposition 
to the Jewish Christians, i. to the mtwyots. The conciliating 
tendency seeking an adjustment of the antagonism is alleged 
to be manifest—(1) from the antagonism of the rich and the 
poor being discussed with the design of paving the way for an 
approximation of these parties by influencing the former (the 
Gentile Christians, regarded as the rich) (!), and by bringing 
about a change of sentiment in them (toward the Jewish 
Christians, regarded as the poor); (2) from there being found 
in the Epistle a doctrinal approximation to the Pauline ideas 
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and principles, particularly in the idea of the law as vopos 
ehevOepias, of Christianity as a new creation, of mlotus as “an 
internal and confident apprehension of the doctrine of salva- 
tion,” and even in the matter of justification itself; whilst to 
the Pauline doctrine is not plainly opposed the dsmalwous && 
épyev, but the ducaiwous €& Epywr, ols 4 miotis cuvepyet, or 
the ducaiwous €x tictews, 1) TeAccodTar Sia THY épywv ; and 
(3) from the fact that by the words: od mictevers, dtr 6 Oeos 
els €oTu’ Kad@s Troteis, the agreement of the Gentile-Christian 
and the Jewish-Christian tendencies in this principal and 
fundamental doctrine of Christianity is prominently brought 
forward. Schwegler has evidently most carefully searched out 
and employed all those points which can in any way be made 
to support his hypothesis ; but it is perfectly clear that many 
of the points adduced by him are pure fictions, and that from 
others the most arbitrary inferences are drawn. ‘The result 
is a view which is manifestly self-contradictory. Whilst 
Schwegler adopts the fancy that by the “ rich” are meant the 
Gentile Christians, he subjoins to this the inference that the 
Gentile-Christian cause (i.e. the cause of the mAovcvor) repre- 
sents itself to the Ebionitic writer as “a proud conceit of 
wisdom,” as “loquacious controversy,” as “the love of the world 
and its lusts, covetousness, insolence, uncharitableness,” as “a 

false and perverted tendency,” and that “to.attack on all sides 
these tendencies in their forms, disguises, and appearances is 
the object of the Epistle ;” but in spite of this, he says at the 
conclusion of the inquiry: “Thus, then, it is with a call to 
eipyvn that the author turns himself to the opposite Gentile- 
Christian faction, such is the watchword and leading practical 
thought of his Epistle.’ The most glaring internal contradic- 
tion of such a criticism would not hinder us from placing 
the most arbitrary fiction in the place of history.’ Ritschl 
(d. Entst. der altkathol. Kirche, p. 150 ff.) occupies a 

1 Reuss (§ 146, note) correctly observes : The character of the Epistle given by 
the Tiibingen criticism goes beyond every sure reason, when it places it far back 
into the second century, and makes it grow from recent sources. That the 
waovci are the Pauline Christians, is a postulate of this criticism for which 
there is no proof. The numerous references to the Pauline Epistles, the Epistle 
to the Hebrews, the Gospel of the Hebrews, Hermas, Philo, exist only in the 

imagination of the critic, and cause the extreme simplicity and originality of this 

Epistle to be overlooked. 
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different position with reference to the Epistle than Schwegler. 
He asserts expressly that the similarities and points of con- 
tact between the Epistle and the Clementine Homilies are too 
vague to declare that, on account of them, the Epistle must be 
regarded as post-apostolic, or that a continuity of design in 
these writings can be discerned. He considers, indeed, that 
the Epistle belongs to the Jewish-Christian tendency, particu- 
larly on account of its polemic against the Pauline doctrine of 
justification ; but it is a matter of surprise to him that there 
is in it no reference to the principles according to which the 
intercourse of Jewish with Gentile Christians was arranged 
(namely, the compliance of the latter with the four prohibitions 
expressed in the decree of Jerusalem), and also that the view 
of the Epistle is pervaded by an element essentially Pauline 
(namely, by the idea of the new birth; but which is under- 
stood, in a manner entirely original, as an implantation of the 
law). Thus Ritschl is constrained to confess that the Epistle, 
viewed on every side, remains as a riddle in the development 
of the oldest Christianity. This unsatisfactory result points to 
the incorrectness of his suppositions. Ritschl does not only 
over-estimate the importance of the decree of Jerusalem in the 
view of James (he likewise overlooks the fact that James, in 
an Epistle addressed to Jewish Christians, had no occasion to 
refer to the necessity of keeping to the articles of that decree), 
but he is also wrong in deriving the ideas of the law and 
regeneration, contained in this Epistle, from Paul: as if these 
ideas were not contained in Christianity itself. Ritschl also, 
as Schwegler, maintains that chap. 1. 14-26 is not designed 
to combat a perversion of Paul’s doctrine; and in this he is 
correct; but he assumes too hastily that the polemic is 
directed against Paul. Ritschl’s judgment on the Epistle 
contains the correct decision, that the reasons adduced by 
Schwegler do not contradict its authenticity. Kern had 
already, in a treatise in the year 1835 (Tiibinger Zeitschr.), 
partially adduced the same arguments against the authenticity; 
but at a later period he regarded them as unsatisfactory, and 
asserted this in his commentary in the year 1838—of which 
fact Schwegler, who often appeals to him, takes not the slightest 
notice. After a careful review of the historical relations, 

Kern, in his commentary, says not only that the Epistle bears 
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internal evidence that it originated rather in the apostolic age 
than in any other period, but also that he cannot but consider 
it as the production of him to whom it is ascribed in the 
inscription—of James the Lord’s brother, who is called, along 
with Peter and John, a pillar of the church, and under whose 
superintendence the church of Jerusalem was placed. ern 
arrived at this conclusion even although he regarded 11. 14-16 
as a direct attack upon the Pauline doctrine of justification. 
But this opinion is at variance with the authenticity of the 
Epistle. For how can it be supposed that James—after he 
had declared himself on the side of Paul in the transaction at 
Jerusalem (Acts xv.), or, if the narrative of Luke regarding 
that transaction cannot be reckoned as true, after he had given 
to Paul the right hand of xovwvia (Gal. ii. 9')—could have 
argued, not against an objectionable application of the doctrine 
of Paul, but against that doctrine itself? Add to this, that 

such an attack, in a writing devoted to Jewish Christians, was 

certainly not necessary in their case. It is true Kern thinks 
that “ James might consider it possible that his Epistle might 
come into the hands of Gentile Christians, with whom the 

Jewish Christians were at variance upon the doctrine;” but 
this is a mere arbitrary hypothesis: in the Epistle there is not 
the slightest indication that the author, in 1. 14, addresses 

others than those to whom he directed his Epistle. But if 
the polemic of the Epistle is not directed against the Pauline 
doctrine of justification, there are no reasons, either external 

or internal, which constrain us to deny that James was the 
author, and to consider it as the production of a later period. 
The late recognition of the Epistle, as has already been 
remarked, is sufficiently explained from the position of the 
author and his readers: the want of personal references ; from 

the encyclical form of the Epistle; the frequent references to the 
Old Testament and to examples there represented, as well as to 
the Apocrypha; from the individuality of James; and, lastly, 
the facility in the use of the Greek language from the acquaint- 

1 Meyer, in loco, with truth observes: ‘* According to the representation of 
vy. 7-9, the apostles recognised the twofold divine call to apostleship ; but a 
merely external and forced agreement, without any acknowledgment of the prin- 
ciples of Paul, would have been as little compatible with such a recognition as 
with the apostolic character generally.” 



2 ev INTRODUCTION, 

ance with the Hellenistic idiom which prevailed in Palestine. 
The organization of the Church does not here appear such 

as was only appropriate to a later period; if Paul, in his first 
missionary journey, made it a point to establish the office of 
presbyters in the then existing Gentile churches (Acts xiv. 23), 
and if, at a still earlier period, such an office was formed at 
Jerusalem (Acts xi. 30), its existence in the Jewish-Christian 
churches, to which the Epistle is directed, cannot certainly 
be regarded as anything surprising ; and the function which is 
here attributed to the presbyters entirely corresponds to the 
relation in which they stood to individual members of the 
church. The opinion that chap. ii. 15 refers to the Epistle to 
the Hebrews, and chap. v. 12 to the Gospel of the Hebrews,' 
is anything but certain; and as little is a use of the Epistle 
to the Romans made out from chap. i. 2 (compared with Rom. 
v. 3), chap. 1. 18 (compared with Rom. viii. 23), chap. i. 21 
(compared with Rom. xii. 12), chap. i. 22 (compared with 
tom. 11. 15), chap. iv. 1 (compared with Rom. vii. 23), chap. 

iv. 4 (compared with Rom. viii. 7), chap. iv. 12 (compared 
with Rom. i. 1), for the agreement is found here only in 
single expressions, which would as naturally present them- 
selves to James as to Paul (comp. Briickner in de Wette’s 
Commentary, p. 188 f.). It may certainly appear surprising, 
that in the Epistle the permanent importance for the readers of 
the Mosaic law, according to its ritual side, is not prominently 
brought forward, especially as James was such a careful observer 
of it; but this objection is completely removed when we con- 
sider that no doubt of that importance was supposed to exist 
among the readers. James here proceeds in the same manner 
as Christ, who, although He Himself observed the law of His 
nation, yet did not inculcate on His disciples so much the 
observance of its separate ritual enactments, as point out to 
them the way by which the law was observed in its innermost 
nature. Thus, then, there is no reason in the Epistle to assign 

its origin to the post-apostolic age, or to ascribe it to another 

' In the Gospel of the Hebrews (see Clement. Hom. iii. 55, xix. 2) the pro- 
hibition of oaths is as follows : terw tuay rd vai vai, xai +d ov ov" TO yap wepicooy 

rouTwy tx rev wovnpod tor; the second clause is in accordance with Matt. v. 37, 

the first with Luke v. 12. But this only indicates a different form of expression 
in the tradition, not the use of a written record. 

MEYER. —J AMES. Cc 
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author than to him who is named in the superscription. 
Reuss (sec. 146) with truth observes: “His official import- 
ance gave to James the right to come forward as the common 
leader of all the Christians of the circumcision ; and what we 
know or conjecture of his religious disposition is strikingly in 
unison with the contents of this Epistle.” 

The authenticity of the Epistle, in spite of the supposition of 
a difference between the doctrine of justification of James and 
that of Paul, has in recent times been generally recognised." 
Reuss, indeed, expresses himself very cautiously, that the 
genuineness of the Epistle is not raised above all doubt 
because a definite ecclesiastical tradition does not exist ; how- 

ever, he grants that nothing can be inferred from this against 
its authenticity. Other critics and interpreters have, however, 
expressed themselves more decidedly in favour of the authen- 
ticity of the Epistle, agreeing with one another that the 
authorship is to be ascribed to James, “ the Lord’s brother,’ 

who stood at the head of the Church of Jerusalem, and only 
differing in this, whether he is identical with (so Hottinger, 
Schneckenburger, Theile, Guericke, Lange, Bouman, and others) 

or different from the Apostle James (so Credner, Kern, Neander, 
Thiersch, Schaff, Briickner, Wiesinger, Bleek, and others), — 

The integrity of the Epistle in its separate portions has never 
been doubted ; only Rauch (Wiener and Engelhardt’s neues krit. 
Journal der theolog. Lit. 1827, vol. VI. part 3) has thought that 
the conclusion, chap. v. 12—20, proceeds from another author ; 

but the reasons which he assigns for this have already been 
refuted by Schneckenburger (Z%ib. Zeitsch. f. Theol. 1829, part 
3), Kern (in his Kommentar), Hagenbach (Winer’s krit. Journ. 
VI. 395 ff), and Theile. 

1 For the same reasons as those of Luther, the authenticity of the Epistle 
is denied by K. Strobel. In the Zeitschr. f. d. luth. Theol. of Rudelbach 
and Guericke, 1857, part II. p. 365, he says: ‘* Let the Epistle of James be 
understood as you please, it is ever in contradiction to the whole sacred 
Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments, and therefore cannot be reckoned 
of canonical authority ; with its well-meaning but otherwise completely 
unknown author, identical with none of the names of the N. T. persons, 
the capacity of teaching falls short of his good intention.” So also, in a review 
of this commentary (1st edition) in the same magazine, 1860, part I. p. 162 ff., 

Kahnis (d. luth. Dogmatik, vol. I. pp. 533-536) agrees with the opinion of 
Luther on the contents of this Epistle, but does not express himself on its 

authenticity. 
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SEC. 5.—PLACE AND TIME OF WRITING. 

The place of composition is not mentioned in the Epistle ; 
but from the position which James occupied to the Church of 
Jerusalem, and from the fact that he has addressed his Epistle 

- to the churches in the diaspora, it cannot be doubted that this 
is Jerusalem. The supposition of Schwegler, that the actual 
place of composition was Rome, requires no refutation. It is 
more difficult to determine the time of composition. It is 
only certain that it must have been before the destruction 
of Jerusalem; but it is a matter of dispute whether it was 
written before or after the ever-memorable labours of Paul 
among the Gentiles, or, more precisely, whether it was written 
before or after the council at Jerusalem recorded in Acts xv. 
If there is in the Epistle a reference to the Pauline doctrine 
of justification—whether the attack be directed against the 
doctrine itself, or a perversion of it,—then it could only be 

written after that transaction, as Bleek, among others, assumes. 

But on the other supposition, both opinions are possible. 
Schneckenburger, Theile, Neander, Thiersch, Hofmann, Schaff 

suppose it to be composed before, and Schmid and Wiesinger 
after the council at Jerusalem.” — The former opinion is the 
more probable; for after that time the Pauline proposition, 
that man is justified not é& gpywyv, but only é€« mictews, was 
not only generally known, but so powerfully moved the spirits 
in Christendom, that it seems impossible to suppose that James 
could have in perfect ingenuousness asserted his principle: é& 
Epyav Sixasodras avOpwros, Kal ovK éx Tictews Kovov, Without 
putting himself in a definite relation to the doctrine of Paul, 
whether misunderstood or not. Wiesinger, for the later com- 
position of the Epistle, appeals “to the form of the Christian 

1 Lange infers from the political circumstances which, according to his view, 
were the occasion of this Epistle, that it was composed ‘‘at the latest period of 
the life of James, perhaps about the year 62.” For one who calls in question 
the supposition of Lange, this statement of time is destitute of all reason. 

* Briickner, indeed, denying the assigned polemics, but supposing that the 
formulae dixasdobas ix riorews, dix. 22 tpywy were first brought into vogue by 
Paul, and then were used of an earlier existing habit of thought, which James 
combats, comes to the conclusion that the Epistle indeed belongs to a compara- 
tively early period of the apostolic age, but is not to be transferred to the earliest 
period of apostolic life. 
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life of the readers,” whilst, on the one hand, they are treated 

“as those who are mature in doctrine,” and, on the other hand, 

“the faults censured in their conduct are such as can only be 
understood on the supposition of a lengthened continuance of 
Christianity among the readers.” But, in opposition to this 
view, it is to be observed that a Christian church without such 

maturity as is indicated in i. 3, ii. 5, iii. 1, iv. 1, can hardly 

be imagined ; and that in Jewish-Christian churches such faults 
as are here represented in the Epistle would arise at an early 
period from the unsubdued Jewish carnal disposition, especially 
us the transition to Christianity, particularly among the Jews, 
might easily occur without any actual internal transformation. 

The inquiry of Wiesinger: Where, outside of Palestine, before 
the apostolic council, shall we look for the Jewish-Christian 
churches which will satisfy the postulates of the Epistle ? is of 
less importance, as it cannot be proved that Wiesinger is 
correct in his undemonstrated assertion, “that the Jewish- 

Christian church, precisely in the ten years after that council, 
both inside and outside of Jerusalem, obtained a great accession 
to their numbers.” That during this period it extended its 
limits is certainly to be granted, but it cannot be proved that at 
that period it first gained such an extension that James could 
only then write to tats dadexa udrais tais ev TH Siaczropa. 
On Wiesinger’s view, that James was acquainted with the 
Epistle to the Romans, but wrote ii. 14—26 without reference 
to the doctrine of Paul, James must bear the reproach 
of having at least acted very inconsiderately in using the 
Pauline mode of expression known to him, and in enunciating 
propositions which in form expressed the opposite of what 
Paul taught, with the design of saying something which had no 
reference to Paulinism, which contained neither an antithesis 

against it nor an agreement with it, and which was directed 
neither against Paul himself nor against Paul misunderstood. 
If the reasons assigned by Wiesinger for the later composition 
of the Epistle were convincing,—if, particularly, an acquaint- 
ance of James with Paul’s mode of thought and expression, 
and especially of his doctrine of justification, followed from 
the points of similarity to the Epistle to the Romans, or from 
chap. ii. 14~26,—it would result from this, that James in his 

polemics had this in view, and that thus Wiesinger’s denial 
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of any reference to it is unjustifiable. If, then, we are 

not to involve ourselves in contradiction, we must in this 

denial maintain that the Epistle was composed before the 
apostolic council; and to this view nothing in the Epistle 

stands opposed. 
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"TaxeéBov émicton). 

In several codd. the superscription is more fully expressed, 
whilst to érioroay the word xadorux4 is added, and to "IaxwGov the 
words rod aroorénov, also rod wyiov axooréhov, ANd in One rod ddeA- 
Pov Ocov. 

CHAPITI aR 

Ver. 3. Instead of Ree. +b doxiusuy indy ro riorews, after A B* C 
G Kw, etc., several vss. (Lachm. Tisch. 7), Buttm. reads, after 
B** some min. etc., 7d doxiusmv iuayv without s7%s «iorewe. The 

addition ris ziorews, it is true, is suspicious, as it may be derived 
from 1 Pet. i.7 (de Wette), but the testimonies for its genuine- 
ness are too important to declare it spurious. — Instead of 
doxiwsov there is also the reading dozizeiv, and in three min. dox/- 
pov. — Ver. 7. Instead of 6 avdpwros, Buttm. reads simply avdpwroe, 

a reading which Tisch. 7 leaves entirely unnoticed. — The same 
is also the case in respect of ddcAgés, ver. 9; 8 has the article 
in both places. — Ver. 11. B omits after zpocwrou the demonstra- 
tive airov. — Instead of sopefasc, A, 40, 89, 98, ed. Colinaei, read 
copiass, & Yeading on which Theile rightly remarks: familiari 
librariis rod « et « permutationi debetur; there is no word copia 
= ¢dropia in the Greek language. Codex 30 apud Mill. reads edao- 
pias evidently as an interpretation. The conjecture: guropiass, 
which has been proposed by Hammond, Castalio, and Junius, 
is arbitrary. — Ver. 12. Instead of dv%p, A, some min. and vss. 
read cdpwrog; an unnecessary change.— After érnyysiAaro the 
Ree. has 6 zbpws, after G K, ete. (instead of which some min. and 
vss. read 6 @eég; C: xtpios), which, however, after A B 8, etc., 
is to be regarded as an insertion (Lachm. Tisch. de Wette, 
Wiesinger; on the other hand, Theile, Reiche, Bouman, Lange 
consider 6 xdpig as the correct reading). — Ver. 13. 8 alone reads 
izé instead of &«é.—The article rod before zd is, according to 
almost all authorities, to be obliterated as spurious. — Ver. 19. 
Instead of the Rec. dere, after G K, several min. and vss., B C 
(8: Zorw, corrected Zore), several min. Vulg. and other vss. read 
tore: A: fore 6¢; Lachm. has adopted the reading ‘ore; Tisch. now 
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(7) reads acre; whilst Theile, Lange (‘ore 6) consider the read- 
ing ‘ore as the original, de Wette, Wiesinger, Reiche, Bouman 
have rejected it from internal reasons ; as, however, on a careful 
consideration (see exposition), no internal reasons exist against 
its genuineness, and the external testimonies are for it, it merits 
the preference. — Instead of forw, Rec., after G K, etc. (Tisch. 7) 
Lachm., reads gorw 62, after BC, 8. Codex A has xa gorw (Lange). 
— Ver. 20. The Ree. ob xurepyéZeras (Tisch.), after C* G K, et ai. ; 
Lachm. has adopted odx épyaZerus, after A B C*** &, ef al. ; 
de Wette, Wiesinger, Bouman consider the compound, and 
Lange the simple verb, as the correct reading. On the distinc- 
tion of these modes of reading, see exposition. — Ver. 22. Mévoy, 
which the fec., after A C G K &, many min., places before 
axpoarai, Stands after it in B, some min. etc.; so read Lachm. 
and Tisch. It is possible that the reading of the most of the 
codd. is a correction, because one united pévoy according to its 
meaning with 7; still the Rec. must be regarded as the original 
reading from authorities. — Ver. 25. Otros, which the Rec., after 
G K, many min. and vss., has before ctx axpourns (Tisch. 7), is 
wanting in A B Cx, ete.; Lachm. has omitted it; it is difficult 
to consider it genuine, for not only is the testimony of the most 
weighty authorities against it, but also the addition from the 
following oiros is not difficult to be explained from the want of a 
connecting particle after tapayeivas; whilst de Wette hesitates, 
Wiesinger, Bouman, Lange are for its retention. — Ver. 26. After 
ei a 62 is found in C (Lachm.), which, however, appears to be 
inserted only for the sake of a closer connection of the verse 
with the preceding. — The words é ium after <iva: are to be 
obliterated (after A B C8, with Tisch. Lachm. Reiche, and 
others). — Ver. 27. Tisch., after C** G K, ete., has omitted the 
article ra before Gg; the weightiest authorities, A B C* 8, cor- 
rected, etc., however, are in favour of its retention (Lachm.). 

Ver. 1. Address and greeting. James calls himself a 
“servant of God, and of the Lord Jesus Christ.” Ocecu- 

menius correctly: @cod pév tod marpos, Kupiov dé Tod viod; 
some expositors have incorrectly taken @cod cat xupiov together 
as applied to "Inc. Xp. There is here no combination of the 
Old and New Testaments in this conjunction (against Lange). 
It is to be observed that in the apostolic addresses our Lord’s 
name is always given in full: "Incods Xpuotds. — Aodnos] is 
here an official appellation, which, however, belongs not only 

to the apostles, but to every possessor of an ecclesiastical 
office received from the Lord; comp. particularly Phil. i. 1: 
IIavdos xai Tipobeos, Sotdot “Inood Xpiocrod, and Jude 1. 
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In this name the consciousness is expressed that the office is 
a service in which not our own will, nor the will of other men, 

but only of God or of Christ, is to be fulfilled. Oecumenius: 
imép wav S& Koopixoy a€iwpa of Tod Kuplov aToaToNOL TO 
SodAo elvar Xpuctovd KadrAwrifopevot, TOUTO yvwpicpa éavTov 
Bovrovtat rovetoPar, Kai Réyovtes Kal é€mioTéAOVTES Kal 
duacKovtes. — Tats dHdexa purais tais év tH Siacropa| A 
designation of the people of Israel living outside of Palestine, 
and dispersed among the Gentiles. On ai d@dexa dvAai it is 
to be observed, that although this appellation of the people of 
Israel after the exile does not occur in the Apocrypha, yet the 
people who returned were still regarded as the twelve tribes 
(1 Esdr. vii. 8, 9); as the people of the twelve tribes are 
the covenant people, to whom the promises given to the 
patriarchs refer; from which it is to be explained that in the 
N. T. the number fwze/ve is particularly emphasized (Matt. 
xix. 28; Rev. vii. 4-8, xxi. 12), and that James designates 
by this name the people to whom the promise was fulfilled. 
On 17 Stacmropa, see Deut. xxx. 4; Neh. 1.9; Ps. exlvii. 2; 
2 Mace. i. 27 (Jer. xv. 7); John vii. 35; Winer’s Realwérter- 
buch, article “ Zerstreuung.” Whether this designation is to be 
understood in a literal or symbolical sense, see Introduction, 
sec. 2. Laurentius, Hornejus, Hottinger, Pott, Gebser, Kern, 

Schneckenburger, Neander, Guericke, Schmid (2b/. T’heol.), Wie- 

singer, and others correctly consider the Epistle as addressed to 
Jewish Christians ; only it is to be observed that with the early 
composition of the Epistle these are not here to be considered 
as contrasted with the Gentile Christians. Had the author 
been conscious of such a contrast, it would have been else- 

where indicated in the Epistle itself. — yatpew] se. Neyer; see 
1 Mace. x. 18, 25, xv. 16; 2 Macc. i. 1; and in the N. T. 

Acts xv. 23, xxiii. 26 (2 John 11). It is to be observed 
that this very form of greeting, elsewhere not used in the 
N. T. Epistles, occurs in the writing proceeding from James, 
Acts xv. 23 (Kern); the pure Greek form of greeting is more 
fully: yaitpew Kat byvatvew Kai ed mpattev, 2 Mace. ix. 19. 

Vy. 2-12. Exhortation in reference to the endurance of 

temptations. 
Ver. 2. James begins with the hortative words: vacap 

xapav Hyrjcazbe] esteem it complete joy. waca Kapa, conyplete 
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joy = nothing but joy. Luther: “Esteem it pure joy.” Many 
old expositors incorrectly explain vaca = peyiotn, summum, 

perfectum gaudium;' it is more correct to resolve the adjec- 
tive here by the adverb wavtws, 6Xws (Carpzov), with which 
the explanation of Theile coincides: rem revera omnique ex 
parte lactam. The meaning is: the zretpacpoi are to you a 
joy which is entire joy, excluding all trouble. See Hom. Od. 
xi. 507. wacav adnOeinv pvOnocopas, ic. “of Neoptolemus I 
will declare to thee the whole truth” (2.e. nothing but the truth, 
which excludes all falsehood). — yapa, a metonymy = gaudendi 
materia, res laeta; see Luke 11. 10.—It is not improbable 

that James by this exhortation to joy refers to the yaipew in 
ver. 1; comp. vv. 5, 19 (Wiesinger).— The address adergoi 
pov (or aderdot alone, iv. 11, v. 7, 9, 19; also aderqoi 

pou ayarntol, i. 16, 19, ii. 5), which is James’ constant 
form, expresses the consciousness of fellowship, namely, the 

fellowship in nationality and belief (Paraeus), with the 
readers..— 6Tav Teipacpois mepiméonte Trovkidois| trepiTrim- 
Tew involvit (a) notionem adversi, (b) notionem «vite atque 
inopinatt (Theile) ; it is synonymous with €uimrew (see Luke 
x. 30 compared with ver. 36), but has a stronger meaning: 
to full into something, so that one is entirely surrounded by it ; 

thus in the classics it is particularly used of misfortune: 
ouppopais, Plato, Leg. ix. 877e; Enutars nai ove(dect, Isocrates, 
i. 39.— By wecpacwot are commonly here understood the 
OXAvers, which are prepared for Christians on account of their 
faith by an unbelieving world (comp. Luke villi. 13: xai év 
Kalpw Tepacpwov adioctaytat; in connection with Matt. 
Xi. 21: yevouévns Orrpews 7) Suwyyod Sua Tov Aoyov, edOus 
oxavoaniferat) ; and undoubtedly James had these in view. 
Yet there is nothing in the context which necessitates us to 
such a limitation ; rather the additional epithet vov«:Xou justi- 
fies us to extend the idea, and to understand by it all the 
relations of life which might induce the Christian to withdraw 
from the faith, or to become wavering in it. When Lange 
explains wespacyol specially of “the allurements and threats 

1 Winer (p. 101 [E. T. p. 138]) explains rzcw xapé as ‘‘all (full) joy.” This 
would signify such a joy as wants nothing; which, however, does not suit the 
context. 

* Incorrectly Semler : Hoc nomen praecipue de doctoribus intelligo. 
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by which the Gentiles on the one side, and the fanatical Jews 
on the other, and also the Ebionites, who were already in the 
field, sought to draw the readers to their side,” he founds this 
particular statement on his erroneous view of the tendency of 
the Epistle. To refer the idea only to inward temptations 
(Pfeiffer) is the more erroneous, as it is even questionable 
whether James had these in view at all. — On qocxidors, see 

2 Cor. vi. 4 ff, xi. 23 ff. The adjective does not allude to the 

different sources from which the zvetpacpol sprung, but is to 
be referred to their manifold forms. In a far-fetched manner, 

Lange finds in zrovxidous, according to its original meaning, 
“an allusion to the manifold-dazzling glitter of colours of the 
Jewish-Christian and Jewish temptations, in which they might 
even represent themselves as prophetic exhortations to zeal 
for the glory of God.” — Inasmuch as the Christian has to 
rejoice not only im the weipacpois, but on accownt of them, 
Oecumenius strikingly observes: tiv Kata Ocov AUTHY Kal 
TOUS TELpagmovs ToOUTOUS Kal emrawveTOrs olde Kal yapas aElous 
deopos yap ovTol eiow appayrs, Kai avEnows ayarns Kal KaTa- 
viéews .. . OV yap €oTW ExTOS YyUupVaciwY OUTE KOTULKOV OUTE 
Tov Kata Oeov otehavev akiwOjvar. With reference to joy 
in OAwpers, see Matt. v.11, 12; Acts iv. 23 ff, v.41; Rom. 

v. 3; also Ecclus. 11. 1 ff. ; particularly comp. the parallel passage 
dPet, 1 (6. 

Ver. 3. yuwooxovtes| whilst ye may know (“in the con- 

sciousness,” de Wette). The participle, when closely con- 
nected with the imperative, participates in its meaning; see 
author on 2 Tim. ii. 23; comp. 1 Cor. xv. 58; Col. i. 24, 
iv. 1; Heb. x. 34, and other passages. It is neither simply 
the imperative: Luther, “and know ye,” nor simply a 
confirmation, so that it may be rendered by yiwweoxete ydp 
(Pott). — Ore 7d Soxipiov tudv (Tis mlictews). To Soxipov 
(only here and in 1 Pet. i. 7)=70 Soxipetov, is properly the 
means of proving: quo quid exploratur (Pott); quo rei, quae 
sub examen vocatur, manifestatur sinceritas eaque probatur 
omne id intrinseca virtute possidere, quod extrinsecus specie 
ac nomine prae se fert (Heisen): thus=x«pirypiov; so in 
Dionysius Halicarnassus, rhetor. 11: Se? 8¢ darep Kavova elvat 
kal otdOunv twa Kat Soximov m@picpévoy mpos Oo TIS 
amoBrXérwv svuvijcetar THY Kpiow ToicPar; yet generally 
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to the idea of proving is attached that of purification and 
verification. Theile = probamentwm; thus Herodian, ii. 10,12: 

Soximiov O&€ otpatiwTav Kdpatos aX ov tpudy; and the 
LXX. Prov. xxvii. 21: Soximiov dpyupio Kai ypuc@ Tripwors ; 
comp. Prov. xvii. 3; Ps. xii 7; Ecclus. ii, 5: Many ex- 
positors, as Semler, Pott, Hottinger, Schneckenburger, Theile, 

Bouman, adhere to the import of means, whether of proof or 

of purification and verification; whilst they understand 
thereby the above-mentioned recpacuoi. In this case To 
Soxiuwov stands for TodTo To Soxipsov (Pott); but the necessity 
of supplying todro is decisive against this interpretation ; 
besides, dox/ucov in 1 Pet. i. 7 cannot have that meaning, In 
that passage Soxiwiov is=the verification effected by proof ; 
see author in loco: and thus it is probable that this import 
is also here to be retained (Oecumenius = 70 Kexpipévov, TO 
Sedoxipacpévov, TO Kabapov); TO Soxiwtov then is = doxipr 
in Rom. x. 4. The distinction, that in that passage dour 
is designated as the effect, but in this as the cause of bropovn, 

is not against this view, for, as Tirinus well says: duae res 
saepe sibi invicem sunt causa.” Most expositors, both 
ancient and modern, however, explain Soximsoy here by 
exploratio, probatio, proof in an active sense; thus Didymus, 
Bede, Calvin, Laurentius, Beza, Piscator, Paraeus, Serarius, 

Paes, Hornejus, Baumgarten, de Wette, Kern, Wiesinger, 

Lange, etc. Then is valid what Bede says in reference to 
Rom. v. 4: Verborum differentia non sensuum in his ser- 

monibus esse probatur Apostolorum, since there Otis, here 
proof by @réirus, is named as the cause of troupovn. Though 
there is nothing against this idea, this explanation is wanting 
in linguistic accuracy. The meaning is, in essentials, the 
same, whether we read tis wictews or not; for the doxiuov 

1 Theile : Calamitates, quae natura sua virtutis specu, eam sub examen 

discrimenque vocant, accedente demum hominis strenua opera ejusdem virtutis 
fiunt dox/uiov eam purgantes, firmantes, commonstrantes. 

? Wiesinger incorrectly maintains: ‘‘ It is an erroneous idea that verification 
(v0 dedoxieatobas) produces txouey” (so also Rauch in his Review); for the 

Christian always obtains more 6x07, in which only he can reach the goal of per- 
fection, not because he is tried, but because he stands the test and is thus verified. 

3 Cremer (see dexiziov) is hardly right when he maintained that ‘‘the means of 
proof are not only, e.g., the touchstone itself, but also the trace of the metal 
left thereon, therefore +4 doxiuiy ris xiocsws (Jas. i. 3) is the result of the contact 
of riors with repacpois ;” for we are to consider the wepacuol not as a touch- 
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of Christians consists in nothing else than that of their faith, 
by which they are Christians.—  iotis is here not used 
objectively =id cui fides habetur, ipsa Jesu Christi doctrina 
(Pott), but subjectively, assured confidence in the gospel, 
whose contents are Jesus Christ, as the necessary foundation of 
Christian conduct. — xcatepyaferar trropovny| KkatepyaterOar 
is distinguished from épyafeo@ax in that it expresses the actual 
accomplishment (Meyer on Rom. i. 27).— trroworvy is faithful 
endurance (wévew) under (v7ro) the temptations (aevpacpois). 
Baumgarten: “enduring constancy ;” Theile: “stedfastness,” 
perseverantia, quod majus est quam patientia.. The import- 
ance of v7ouov7 for Christians is evident from Matt. x. 22, 
xxiv. 13; comp. also Jas. v. 7 ff. On the connection of 

trowovn with é€dAmis, see Cremer under the words éAmis and 
U0 pov7). 

Ver. 4. The verification of faith effected by the mrespacpoi 
produces ¥rouovy, and on this account temptations should be 
to the Christian an object of joy, as it depends on them that 
vrouovy is of the right kind. This is indicated in this verse. 
Oecumenius rightly observes: cxorres ovK ele Thy bropovny 
OpiariKirs, 67t epyov Tédevov EXE, anna TpoaTaKTiKes 
eXETOO" ov yap TpovTronetpevny cpeTny eEaryyednet, andra viv 

ery pevomenny, @s xpn ylvecOar vopobeTe?,—% 5é Drropov) 
epyov téNevoyv exéTw] The emphasis is not placed on épyor, 
—that trrouov} has an épyov is understood of itself,—but on 
Tédecov (Wiesinger). James wishes that the épyov of dropovn 
among Christians be vTéAeoy, in order that they may be 
TérXevor: as he, moreover, strongly emphasizes réAevov evar. 
In explaining the thought, de Wette confounds the abstract 
(vmopuorvy) with the concrete (6 vzouévwr), and understands 
by épyov réXevoy “the active virtue which the patient man 

stone, but as a test by fire. However, Cremer explained the whole idea correctly 
by ‘‘ the verification of faith.” His remark on 2oxu% is to be noted: that in it 
we are not to distinguish between the active and passive signification ; that it 
has rather a reflex sense, either the having proved true or the proving true. 

1 Cicero, de inv. ii. 54: Patientia est honestatis aut utilitatis causa rerum 

arduarum ac difficilium voluntaria ac diuturna perpessio ; perseverentia est in 
ratione bene considerata stabilis et perpetua permansio. Schneckenburger 
strikingly observes : Sisubmissionem (ré 570...) urgeas, patientiam ac tolerantiam 
malorum, sin +6 wiv, constantiam et firmitatem, perseverantiam ac calamitatum 

ferendarum fortitudinem ab illecebris desciscendi inconcussam hoe vocabulo 

habebis expressam. 
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must perfectly have.” This explanation of de Wette agrees 
in essentials with the explanations of Erasmus, Calovius, 
Morus, Pott, Augusti, Gebser, Kern, Schneckenburger, accord- 

ing to which épyov tédevov is distinguished from topovn, and 
the moral activity which the Christian has to exercise with his 
vronovn indicated. Thus Erasmus: quemadmodum in malis 

tolerandis fortis est et alacris, ita in bonis operibus exercendis 
sibi constet. Pott: perseverantiae fructus sit perfectum 
virtutis studium. This interpretation is, however, incorrect ; 

it not only gives rise to unjustifiable changes of meaning, as 
that of drouovy into o vbrropéver, or of éyétw into twapeyéTo 
(Pott), or into xpateitw (Schulthess), but gives also a thought 
which with the following ta «.7.r. would be tautological. 
Most expositors (even Briickner,’ in opposition to de Wette) 
refer épyov TéAevov to Urromovy itself; Epyov = work, realization 
(Wiesinger) ; comp. 1 Thess. i. 3: To épyov THs miotews ; for 
the trouovn of the Christian is not only a suffering, but even 
more a doing. This doing is to be réAeov, that is, not only, as 
many interpreters explain, enduring to the end (Luther: 
“natience is to continue stedfast to the end;” Calvin: haec 
vera erit patientia, quae in finem usque durabit; similarly 
Jerome, Serarius, Salmero, Estius, Gomarus, Piscator, Piraeus, 

Hornejus, Carpzov, Semler, Hottinger, etc.), but complete, and 
that not only in respect of its internal condition,—so that it is 
wanting in no essential points of true t7ouovy,—but also in 

respect of its activity (Lange”), so that it in no way yields 
to the mretpacpots, which yielding occurs when a man by the 
temptations is determined to something which does not 
correspond with the principle of faith. Bouman: Haec 
Uropwovn consummatum opus habet, quando ita se gerit, in 
quo habitat, homo, ut universam per vitam et animum et 
linguam et pedes regat ac moderetur. That dzouovy in this 

manner has an épyov téAevov is necessary, in order that 
Christians may be perfect and entire, which as Christians they 
should be. This James indicates in the following words: iva 

1 * Nothing else can be meant than the perfect work of endurance, particularly 
as different stages of this are conceivable.” 

* Lange here arbitrarily understands by épyov réAssov specially : ‘‘ the unreserved 
acknowledgment of their Gentile-Christian brethren, the open rupture with 

Jewish pride of faith and fanaticism.” 
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yte Tédevor Kal ONoKAnpoL] iva is not here éxBatiKas (which 
Baumgarten and Pott regard as possible), but TercKas, in order 
that. De Wette and Wiesinger incorrectly refer it to the 
future judgment. — rédAevor and odCKAHpoe are synonymous 
terms; TéAevos is properly “that which has attained its aim,” 
odoKAnpos “that which is complete in all its parts, is entire.” 
Both expressions are found in the LXX. as the translation of 
oon (Gen. vi. 9; Ezek. xv. 5); besides this verse, odoKAnpos 

in the N. T. only occurs in 1 Thess. v. 25 (oAoKAnpia, 
Acts iii. 16).’ It is true that both 7éAeos (in the LXX. and 
in the classics) and 6A0«Anpos (particularly in Philo, but not 
in the LXX.) are used with special reference to sacrifice; to 
which, however, there is here no allusion (against Kern), 
Still. more arbitrary is the interpretation of Storr: qui 
superiores e certamine discedebant.— év pmdevt Aevrropevor] 
the negative expression added for strengthening the two 
positive expressions ; as in ver. 5: dA@s Kal py dverdiCovTos, 
and in ver. 6: év miares, wndev Siaxpivopevos. As regards the 
expression itself, €v pndevé is not to be taken, with de Wette, 
as a supplement to Aecropevor, as the supplement to this verb 
is always in the genitive; therefore the expression has been 
correctly translated by Wiesinger and in this commentary, 
not by wanting nothing, but by wanting 7 nothing (which 
Lange has overlooked). The question, however, occurs, can 

Aevropevoe be explained as=wanting? This idea is not 
contained in the verb by itself, and therefore can hardly be 
attributed to it when it stands absolutely, as here. It is 
therefore safer to take XeizrecAar in its usual meaning, and 
thus, with Lange, to explain Necropevor by coming short of, 
namely, short of the goal marked out to the Christian. It is 
incorrect, with Pott, to say: tota loquendi ratio ab iis qui 
cursu . . . relinquuntur et seperantur (so also Lésner, Krebs, 

Storr, Augusti); for although the verb in classical writers 
has often this reference, yet there is here no mention of a 
relation to othgrs, and accordingly the appeal to Pglybius, p. 
1202, ed. Gronov.: €v 7H mpos “Pawpaious etvola mapa trorw 

1 A limitation of this idea to moral perfection is not required by the context. 
Lange has the following strange remark: ‘‘The Jew was a symbolical «A ‘pos 
of the household; as a Christian he was to become a real xAjpos, and thus 
ono Anpos.” 
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TadeApod Aevmropuevos, does not suit. According to the meaning 
here given, Aevropuevos forms a strong contrast to TéAevos, 

Ver. 5. ef 5€ tus tuadv ReiweTas codias| is chiefly con- 
nected with év pndevi Aevrouevor. c¢ is not = quoniam, 
quandoquidem (Estius, Laurentius), but the thought is hypo- 
thetical ; e# tus = 6o71s ; see Wahl on the word e¢. — Aeliverae 
cogias is to be explained as xredvwv revpOeis Kal d/drorv, 
in Pindar i. 2. 11, “without wealth and friends,” properly 
“left behind of, or falling short of;” accordingly without 
wisdom. Usually the meaning wanting, lacking, is given to 
Aetzrowat, which, however, is not linguistically justified. James 
by codia, as Wiesinger correctly observes, does not mean 
“an arbitrary part of Christian perfection,” but the essential 
foundation of Christian conduct, to aituov tod TeXelov Epyou 
(Oecumenius) ; for copia is here the living insight, rooted in 
the wiotis, zc. the insight compelling to action in what is the 
Christian’s duty, both in whole and in its particular parts, 
especially in the wetpacpots (ver. 2) (comp. the praise of wisdom 
in the Proverbs of Solomon, in the Wisdom of Solomon, and 

in the Book of Ecclesiasticus). Wisdom can only be given by 
God (xtpios didwor codpiay Kal ad TpocwToV avTOD yvacus Kab 
cvveots, Prov. ii. 6), and as a divine yapicya it has an impress 
definitely distinguishing it from the wisdom of the world; 
see chap. ili. 15, 17. The connection does not constrain us, 
with Bouman and others, to conceive the idea of cod/a only 
in reference to the wecpacpoi (ver. 2), and to understand by 
it only the doctrine concerning the Christian conduct in the 
Telpacpots, expressed in ver. 2 (Calvin: Sapientiae nomen ad 
circumstantiam praestantis loci restringo, acsi diceret: si haec 
doctrina ingenii vestri captu altior est, petite a Domino, ut 
vos Spiritu suo illuminet), or that conduct itself. The idea of 
copia is rather to be understood in its completeness (Theile, 
de Wette, Kern, Wiesinger). The reason why James here 

mentions it is because it was especially necessary to the 
Christian in his wepacwois; Briickner: “James thinks here 
of wisdom (in itself of a more general acceptation), inasmuch 
as it is necessary rightly to estimate and rightly to resist the 

‘The Etymologicum magnum thus gives the distinction between copia and 
~ a = , \ 397 oly , ” , ‘ 

procs: yrwais wiv tors +d cidevas ree bvre* copia 03 nal rd Te byTH yIoxsy, nal To Te 
YIOrre Tphrreiy, 
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trial, in order that it might not be converted into an internal 
temptation, instead of being the path to perfection.” *— 
aiteitw Tapa «.T.d.| the same construction in Matt. xx. 20; 
Acts iii. 2; 1 John v. 15.— rod did0vTos Oeovd] instead of 
Tov Ocod tov Sidovros, as Codex A reads. By the selected 
order of the’ words here, not only is the idea of giving 
emphatically placed near to the request, but also the participle 
almost becomes an attributive adjective; God is indicated as 
the Giver absolutely. Accordingly—as Baumgarten, Gebser, 
and others correctly remark—no definite object as tiv copiav 
(Bouman) is to be supplied. — wdow and amas are added 
as a more detailed statement; tots aitodow is from the con- 

text to be supplied to waow (Calvin, Estius, Piscator, 
Laurentius, etc.) ; or, better still, ofs di6wo1.. The adverb 

amos, only here in the N. T., is either to be understood as 

an ethical additional statement of Sédovar = év amdoTnTL 
(Rom. xii. 8) (so Pott, Hottinger, Kern, Theile, Bouman, 

uncertainly Wiesinger), or = simply, without further ceremony 
(so de Wette).? In the latter case it is prominently brought 
forward that God in the giving had only this in view. It is 
incorrectly rendered benigne (Bede, Vorstius, and others), 
afluenter (Erasmus, Grotius, and others), or as equivalent to 

cuvtopws, Kabaraé (Hesychius). By pa dvecdéfovtos — as 
kal shows—a7A@s is not more closely defined, but a new 

point in the mode of the divine giving is added, and so that 
He does not reproach him to whom He gives, does not abuse 

him.  ovecdifew is generally taken in the more special sense 
of upbraiding (Luther: “and upbraideth no man”); for 
which the expression in Demosthenes is appealed to: to tas 
iSias evepyecias UTopimyynoKew Kat eye puKpod Sey Gpuorov 
éote TO ovecdifew ; still more surely does Plutarch, de aud. 33, 

speak for this meaning: waca dvediSopévn yapis emaxOrjs Kal 
dyapis; also in Ecclus. xviii. 18, xx. 15, xli, 22, the word 

' Lange, indeed, defends the explanation of Calvin, but he interprets the idea 
of copia differently from Calvin, defining it as ‘‘the right perception of the 
signs of the times, and of the christological fulfilment of the theocracy in the 
church as well as in the faith of individuals.” 

2 Both of these explanations come essentially to the same thing, for ‘‘he that 
giveth with simplicity will simply give ; it will be a pure, unmingled giving, 
without any admixture” (Stier). Lange, without reason, maintains that in this 

commentary 474d will refer not to the giving, but to the gift. 
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appears to have this more special reference.’ Still there is no 
proof that James did not take it in its more general sense. 
Semler: non tantum significat molestam commemorationem 
beneficiorem, sed etiam qualemcunque reprehensionem (so 
also Schneckenburger, de Wette).? It is incorrect to explain 
ovevoifeww as equivalent to aliquem ignominose’ cum repulsa 
dimittere (Morus, Zachariae, Carpzov, Storr, Augusti, Stolz, 

Hottinger) ; the refusal of a petitioner may be considered as a 
Katavoyuvew of the same, but dvedifey never occurs in this 
sense, not even in Ecclus. xx. 15. The reason why James 
subjoins the particular statement amA@s «.7.A. is by it to 
encourage to aitetvy (Zwinglius: ut mentes alliciat, ut ad 
hunec unum in omni necessitate adcurrant) ; perhaps also with 
“a side glance to the rich” (ver. 10, chap. v. 9 ff), who do 
not give aA@s, and when they do give, give only ovesdiGovtes 
(Wiesinger). — «ai do@ncetat adt@] impersonal: “it shall be 
given him;” namely, what he asks; here, wisdom. It is 

erroneous directly to supply 7 copia to SoOyjceras as the 
subject (Lange), because James here evidently wishes to 
emphasize the relation of the giving to the asking, and 
accordingly the object is suppressed; comp. on this thought 
particularly 1 Kings ui. 9-12 (2 Chron. i. 10-12). 

Ver. 6. A more particular statement how prayer must be 
made; aiteitw 6€ év micte] With aire’rw the aite’tw in 
ver. 5 is resumed; 6é indicates the carrying out of the 
thought. — The prayer, if it is to be heard, must be a evy7) 
THs mlotews, chap. v. 15 (comp. Ecclus. vii. 10: pay oru- 
youyions €v Th Mpocevyh cov).— év tiote] that is, in the 
conjident assurance of being heard; on what this is founded 
is not here expressed. The explanation of Calvin: fides est 
quae Det promissionibus freta nos impetrandi, quod petimus, 
certos reddit (similarly Baumgarten), expresses what is in 
itself true, but is not here indicated by James. Some ancient 
commentators incorrectly supply to miotes as a more definite 

1Jn this sense exprobare is used in Latin, e.g. Cicero, de amic. : Odiosum 
sane genus hominum officia exprobantium. 

* Eustathius : éve:diZesv ob wdvoy rd edspysolas dvaQipes rors ebepyernusvos ... BARE 

Kal aahws avorTe Tie xual irimeuPa ALyssv. The assertion of Lange is unfounded, 
that James, according to this exposition, would utter an untenable sentiment, 
“‘because God, notwithstanding those who ask, often inflicts injuries on men.” 
Lange has not considered that the passage treats only of asking. 

MEYER. —JAMEs, D 
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statement “Incot Xpicrov.— The object of the prayer 
(namely, Tv codiav) is not here named, where only the 
necessary condition of prayer is treated of. The remarks 
made by many expositors on the manner in which the 
Christian should ask for eatervnal good things are here inap- 
propriate. — yndév Svaxpivdpevos] expresses the same idea as 
év miotet, only in a negative form; pndév is here, as frequently, 
adverbial = on no account, nulla ratione. dsaxpiverOar is, 

according to N. T. usage, to doubt; compare besides Acts 
x. 20, xi. 12: particularly Matt. xxi. 21: dav éynte riot, 
Kat pr SiaxpiOfre; Rom. iv. 20: od SvexpiOn 7H amiotia; 
Rom. iv. 23; it is not =admuoreiy (Luke xxiv. 21), or 
aveWety (John iii. 36), but includes in it the essential 
character of amuotia; while miotis says “Yes” and amiotia 
“No,” diaxpivesOa is the conjunction of “Yes” and “No,” 
but so that “No” has the preponderance; it is that internal 
wavering which leans not to miotis, but to admuotia, The 
deep-lying ground of it is pride, and so far Theophylact is 
right in saying Svaxpwopevos S€ 6 weO’ drreporpias aitar, 
UBpicTi)s Oporoyoupévas, 6 Siaxpivouevos; Whereas Oecumenius, 
in the words: Aéyov év ceavTa, bt. THs Svvapar aitnoat Tt 
mapa Tov Kupiov Kal AaBEiv, HuapTnKws TocadTa eis avTor, 
brings out a point which belongs not to dcaxpivecOar, but to 
a yet weak faith." Comp. with this passage Hermas ii. 9: 
tolle a te dubitationem et nihil omnino dubites petens 
aliquid a Deo.— The following words: 6 yap Svaxpwdpevos 
«.T.W., are annexed to the preceding dcaxpwopmevos, more clearly 
explaining it (in figurative language) with reference to the 
exhortation aiteirw «.7..; but the reason of this exhortation 

is given in ver. 7. The first yap, accordingly, has the meaning 
of namely, whereas the second has that of for. According to 

1 As weak faith is to be distinguished from d:expivertas, so also is the doubt, 
of which the believer is conscious as a trial. Calvin strikingly remarks : 
Fieri quidem non potest in (hac) carnis intirmitate, quin variis tentationibus 

agitemur, quae sunt veluti machinae ad labefactandam nostram fiduciam : ita 
nemo reperietur, qui non sensu carnis suae vacillet ac trepidet. Sed oportet 
ejusmodi tentationes fide tandem superari, quemadmodum arbor, quae firmas 
radices jecit, quatitur quidem venti impulsu, sed non revellitur, quin potius suo 
loco stabilis manet.— Whilst the B:axpivsueves, according to the proper meaning 
of the term, will not believe, it is the longing of the tried to be confirmed in 
the faith. 
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this interpretation, the relation of the thoughts expressed in 
vy. 6 and 7 is more correctly recognised than when we say that 
the first yap assigns the reason why we should pray nothing 
doubting, but that this thought is only brought to a con- 
clusion in ver. 7 (Wiesinger, and so in the earlier edition of 
this commentary, where it is said that the sentence taken 
together would read: 0 yap Svaxpwopevos, éorx@s KAVOwVL . . . 
pn otéc0a, OTe AnpapeTai Te x.7T.r.). Lange incorrectly supposes 
that the first yap has a more limited meaning, whilst it 
declares the Siaxpuvowevos as incapable of praying aright ;. 
whereas the second yap refers in a wider sense to the 
unbelieving condition of the man to God, and therefore is to 
be rendered by also.— éouxe] only here in the N. T. and in 
ver. 23.— Kdvdev Padracons| only here in the N. T. and in 
Luke viii. 24 («Av8. tod HSaTos); usually xdua. The verb: 
KAvowviter Pas occurs in Eph. iv. 14; Isa. lvii. 20, LXX. The 
point of comparison is contained in the subjoined words: 
avewCopeva Kai pirrefouév@] The verb aveuifecOar is entirely 
an ara& Ney. occurring nowhere else, equivalent to aveyotc Oar, 
found in classical language (see Hegesippus 6: ddos jvepo- 
pevns) = agitated, i.e. agitated by the wind. The verb pumifeev 
(only here in N. T.) is also elsewhere used to denote the agitation 

or excitement of water by the wind ; see Dio Chrysostom, xxxiii. 
p. 368 B: 8fpmos dotatov Kakov kat Oaracon travd’ Gpovor, 
vm avémov pimiveras; Philo, de mundo: mpos avéuov puriverac 
To vdwp. Heisen incorrectly explains fuiferPar as equivalent 
to calefieri et accendi; the word never has ¢his meaning, 
although used of the kindling of fire.’ The two expressions 
(which Lange incorrectly denies) are synonymous, and are 
placed together only for the sake of strengthening the idea. 
The opinion that avewig. refers to agitation coming from 
without, and pirrif. to agitation coming from within (Bengel), 
is without foundation; also the assertion that the former 

1 Theile correctly rejects this explanation, saying: ‘‘ Hoc, quamquam undae 
spumantes ventis revera incalescunt Latinisque etiam ebullire aestusque dicuntur, 
longius tamen petitum est.”—The verb f:wif<:v comes either from juris = (1) follis 

_ (a bellows) ; (2) flabellum, having the meaning both of kindling (the fire) and of 
fanning (for the sake of cooling); or from j:74 = vibration, which is also used of 
wind ; thus firn Boptao, Il, xv. 1713; pera a&vtuev, Sophocles, Ant. 137 ; also 

play = storm, Pind. P. ix. 49. The original import of the German verbs 
schwingen, beevegen, is thus entirely equivalent to aveiZes, 
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word denotes the cause and the latter the effect (Theile, 
Wiesinger) is not entirely correct, as dveulfec@ar itself 
expresses the effect. — By this image the mind of the doubter 
is characterized as unsteady and wavering, to which a calm 
and sure rest is wanting." Comp. Isa. lvii. 20, 21, LXX.: 

of O€ adiKor KAVOwVICOncTOYTaL Kal avaTavcacOar ov Sur?- 
COVTAL, OVK ETL YaipeELY (DIDw’) rots doe Béow? 

Ver. 7. wu) yap otéc0w] On yap, see ver. 6; it is neither 
the simple particle of transition (Pott), nor equivalent to 
ergo (Calvin), nor is it to be explained, with Winer [E. T. 
558], according to its derivation from ye and dpa, by thus 
indeed ; but is the reason for the exhortation in ver. 6; 

hence jor. — The warning: p17. olé¢8w, supposes the fancy of 
the doubter, that he will receive something from God in 

answer to prayer; similarly Matt. iii. 9: pa d0&nTe. —o 
avOpwros éxeivos] refers back to o Siaxpuvomevos. Although 
not in éxeivos (in itself), yet in the whole mode of expression, 
there is something disparaging. — By Anprperac,> instead of 
doOnceTar (ver. 5), is not intended to be indicated, that the 

fault of not being heard les not with God but with man; 
rather he receives not, because God gives not. — i naturally 
refers to what the doubter asks; thus scil. airoupévov. The 
definite object (wisdom) above spoken of is not here meant ; 
for the particular thought is founded on a general declaration. 
By «vptos Christ is not to be understood, but, as in chap. iv. 
10, v. 4, 10, according to O. T. usage, God. — The designation 
of God as the Lord naturally suggested itself to James, 
because he was here speaking of the power of God manifested 
in giving or not giving; it is not, as Lange thinks, chosen in 
order to characterize God as “Jehovah the living covenant- 
God, who has now fully manifested Himself in Christ.” 

Ver. 8 contains neither the subject to Ajpyerar (Baum- 
garten), nor is it to be understood as an exclamation = vae 

1 «<A doubtful petitioner offers not to God a steady hand or heart, so that 
God cannot deposit in it His gift,” Stier. 

* Lange supposes that James has used these expressions with a conscious 
reference to the O. T. symbols, according to which the sea is ‘‘the emblem of 
the national life, agitated hither and thither in pathological sympathies,” whilst 
in his time ‘‘ these waves of the sea” had already begun to roar. 

3 The form azuWeras, for which Ms, authorities decide, is not classical Greek; 
the lonic form is A¢uyoucs. 
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homini inconstanti (Pott). Many expositors consider avip 
dapuyxos as the subject and adxatactatos the predicate, want- 
ing the copula (Luther: “a doubter is unstable ;” so Calvin, 
Schneckenburger, de Wette, Lange, and others) ; but according 
to this construction the idea déApvyos falls too much into the 
background, and also the train of thought would be too 
unconnected. It is better to take both dyyp dAbuyos and 
akaTdotaTos K.7.r. as in apposition to 6 dvO@pwrros éexeivos. It 
is true that the character of the doubter has already been 
given in ver. 6 by éovxe x.7.X., but, on the one hand, only 

figuratively, and, on the other hand, without giving promi- 
nence to his ethical character, which James now introduces in 

order strongly to confirm the thought expressed in ver. 7 ; 
which exposition is far from being “a feeble tautology” 
(Lange). Less stress is to be put on the want of the article 
(Schneckenburger, de Wette), as it would be here hardly suit- 
able. Correctly Winer, p. 497 [E. T. 670]: “he, a double- 
minded man;” so also Wiesinger, Briickner, Bouman, and 

others. Only according to this construction is the full mean- 
ing given to the idea dupvyos. The word is not to be taken 
merely as another expression for iaxpivopevos (Luther, Beza, 
Grotius, Cremer, and others; Luther directly renders it “a 

doubter”), but it characterizes the imward nature of the 
doubter. According to the mode in which décdparos, 
dixapd.o0s, SiyAwooos, and similar words are formed, dApuvyos 

(which occurs neither in the classics nor in the LXX. and 

the Apocrypha, but besides here only in chap. iv. 8, and the 
Church Fathers) properly denotes having two souls; it thus 
describes the doubter as a man who has, as it were, two souls 

contending against each other: one of which is turned to God, 
and one of which is turned away from God (thus to the 
world) ; who, accordingly, will be at the same time $/Xos Tod 
cod and diros Tod Kdcpmov, although gira Tod Koopov is 
éyOpa tod cod (chap. iv. 6). This double-mindedness (or 
what is the same thing, division of soul) expresses the 

? Oecumenius limits the idea too specifically to a care divided about the 
present and the future: dipurov avdpa viv avertpsicrov, tiv aornpixcoy Abyss, Tov 

BATE Tpos rae miArovra TAYyiws, UATE Tpis Ta Tkpovra aoPeAws hopacpévoy, aAAa THd: 

KAXSITE Kyomevoy nal TepiPspouevov, xal wore wiv Tay MEAACTWY, Tort Os rwY TupiyTHY 

aytexouevov. In the classics related ideas are Savoye wcputpife, Hom. JU. i. 189, 
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wavering to and fro, between wiotis and dmiotia generally, 
so particularly also in prayer; therefore it is called, Constitut. 
Ap. vii. 11: pu yivou Shbuyos év tpocevyh ef Extras, 7) ov, and 
Clemens Romanus: rtaraizwpo ot Shpvyot, of Svat adfovTes 
Tv Wuynv; comp. Ecclus. i. 28: py mpocérXOns ate (Kuplo) 
éx Kapdia dicon. — Siavyov eivar is to be understood neither 
as the reason (Wiesinger) nor as the result (Lange), but as 
the characteristic nature of SvaxpiverOar.— The word avyp is 
here as in Matt. vii. 24; Ps. xxxii 2, LXX. Lange thinks — 
that James used it because the dangers of which he warns 
them are more especially the dangers which threaten the men 
among the Jews. — As a second apposition James adds: axa- 
TaoTaTos év Tacais Tais ddo1s avTod] for where there is a 
want of unity in the internal life, it is also wanting in the 
external conduct. The dAfvyos, being actuated sometimes by 
one impulse and sometimes by another, is unsteady and incon- 
stant in his intentions and actions (év tats dois avTod; 
comp. Ps. xci. 11; Jer. xvi. 17; Prov. iii. 6, etc.); he walks 
not on one path, but as it is said in Ecclus. ii. 12: éwiBawes 
émi S00 TpiBovs.' The word axatdorartos is found only again 
in chap. ili. 8 and in the LXX. Isa. liv. 11 as the translation 
of "YD; the substantive adxatactacia occurs in chap. iii. 16, 
besides in Luke and in the Epistles to the Corinthians. — The 
reason why the doubter is not heard is accordingly the disunion 
in which he is with himself, both in his internal and in his 

external life; God gives the heavenly gift of wisdom, which 

according to its nature is dyv7, only to him who év 6Ay TH 
woux7 (Matt. xxii. 37), has given to God an undivided dis- 
position. 

Vv. 9,10. James subjoins to the idea that the doubter 

and frequently : didvdiza bvpoy Ye, Hesiod, O. 13; ~uxn avdpworres, Phaed, 
93 c (opp. Pun cuovencixn, Pl. Resp. viii. 554), etc. In the Hebrew, aby abn, 

so in 1 Chron. xii. 38, where a ab-xba is equivalent to nbyj aaa, ver. 38; 

that expression has another meaning in Ps. xii. 3. 
1 Schneckenburger incorrectly explains droxardsraros here of the fate of the 

doubter : parum constantiae experitur in omnibus, quae ipsi contingunt, sua 
culpa sorte varia conflictatur, and os == fortuna ; also Heisen at least includes 
this idea: omnia vitae consilia ac facta quin et fata. This certainly is a 
possible explanation in itself, but it does not suit the context. The meaning 
attached to the word by Lange, ‘‘ seditious disturber,” cannot be proved to be 
correct by iii. 16. 
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should not think that he should receive anything, the exhor- 
tation to the lowly brother; dé non solum apponendo, sed 
opponendo gravius hortatur (Theile). At first view the natural 
‘sense is, with de Wette, Wiesinger, and most expositors, to 
take 6 addeddos as the general idea, which is specified by o 
tatrewos and 0 mAovavos. According to this view, Tazreiés is 
not equivalent to tavrewvos TH Kapoia, Matt. xi. 29, but, in opposi- 

tion to wAovevos, must be taken in its proper sense: aftlictus, 
particularly poor ; on the other hand, 0 wAovevos is the earthly 
rich, equivalent to opulentus, fortunatus, affluens rebus ex- 
ternis. The exaltation (ro tos), in which the brother of low 
degree is to glory, can naturally only be the heavenly dignity, 
which the Christian by his faith m Christ possesses, and 
whose future completion is guaranteed to him by the promise 
of the Lord; and, corresponding to this, by tamrelvwous is to 
be understood the lowliness, which “ belongs to the rich man 
as a Christian through Christ” (Wiesinger), which is essen- 
tially the same with his exaltation. There is nothing against 
this idea in itself; the same oxymoron would be contained in 
the expression, were we to say, according to 1 Cor. vu. 22: 
“the dovddos rejoices in his €AXevOepia, and the éAevOepos in his 
Sovreia.” But the context is against this explanation: not 
only because the distinction of Christians into rich and poor 
would be here introduced quite unexpectedly, but also because 
vv. 2 and 12 show that the connection of the ideas in this 
section is the reference to the mepacuot which Christians 
have to endure. Several expositors have assumed this refer- 
ence in the idea tazewos; thus, among moderns, Theile, 

whilst to the explanation of Morus: carens fortunis externis 
omninoque calawitosus, he adds: wetpacuav mepeTeca@r, ver. 
2; dediaypévos vexev dixacocvvns, Matt. v.10; racyov dua 
dixatocbyns, 1 Pet. iii, 14; but by this the simple contrast 

between tazrewos and mAovowos is destroyed; for then 6 
mdovowos must be taken as the rich Christian who had not 
suffered persecution, which would be evidently meaningless. 
If, on the other hand, the rich man who shares the lot of 

persecution with the poor is to be understood (as Laurentius 
explains it: dives, sc. frater, qui ipse erat una cum paupere 
fratre in dispersione, direptionem bonorum suorum propter 
Christi evangelium passus; similarly Erasmus, Hornejus, and 
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others), such a reference is not to be found in the idea tazrewss 
in itself; if one puts it into the idea tazre/vwous, so that by 
this is to be understood the suffering condition of persecution, 
in which the wAovovos is placed, or by which he is threatened 
(Gebser: “he rejoices in his lowliness, into which he may be 
brought by persecution”), then there is no reason to find in 
tamewos the idea of poverty expressed. Thus, then, in this 
view the train of thought, referring it to mespacpot, becomes 
indistinct and confused; and yet this reference is required by 
the context. But also what directly follows is against the 
idea of considering the wAovcvos as well as the tazrewds as a 
Christian (aded¢gos) ; for, apart from the fact that such a rich 
man would require no such pressing intimation of the perish- 
ableness of riches as is contained in the following clauses, it 
is carefully to be observed that in the words 67... wape- 
AevoeTas, and in ver. 11: ovtw Kat «.7.r., the subject is o 
mrovovos and not o maAovTos, as that explanation would 
render necessary; Winer: dives non habet, quo glorietur, nisi 
ab humilitate sua, nam divitiae mox periturae sunt; so also 
de Wette, Theile, Wiesinger, and others. This change of the 

subject is evidently unjustifiable. James says, not of riches, 
but of the rich man, maperedoetat, papavOncerat, which evi- 
dently is only valid of the rich man who forms a contrast to 
tatrewos ev Xpict@ ‘Inood. LBriickner, in order to avoid the 

change of subject, explains it of “the rich man according to 
his external relations;” but this reference is not only arbi- 
trarily introduced, but it weakens the train of thought. That 
such a bad sense should be given by the author to the idea o 
mXovowos, is evident both from chap. ii. 6, 7, where he repre- 

sents the wAovovoe as the persecutors of the Christians, and 
from chap. v. 1-6, where they are threatened with condemna- 
tion; besides, the word is elsewhere used in the sacred Scrip- 

tures in a bad sense; comp. Luke vi. 24-26; Isa. li. 9, 
where YY is parallel with DY; Ecclus. xiii. 3: wAovevos 

Roiknoe . . . Traxos HoiKnTaL; xvii. 18: Th KoLV@YITEL KOS 
Gpuve ; obtws adwaptwros Tpos edoeBH .. . TIS eipyvn TAOVAIM 
mpos mévnta. If 6 mwAovovos stands in relation of contrast 
to 6 ddeAdos Oo Tarewos, then the Christian condition 
cannot be understood by tame’vwous, or scarcely with 
Bouman : animi, nihil sibi arrogantis, modestia; but only the 



CHAP. I. 9, 10. 57 

destruction described in the following words: 6te «.7.X., into 
which the rich man on account of his pride has fallen; comp. 
Luke vi. 24—26.' The verb to be supplied is neither atoyv- 
véoOw (Oecumenius, Estius, and others) nor tamewvoveOw, but 

cavydoO@ (comp. Winer, p. 548 [E. T. 777]). This certainly 
does not appear suitable, but the expression of James has its 
peculiar pointedness in this, that the taveivwous, to which the 

rich man is devoted, is indicated as the only object of his boast- 
ing. To this irony (if it be called so)—which already the 
author of the commentary on the Lamentations in Jerome’s 
works, and after him Lyra, Thomas, Beza, and others have 
recognised in our passage—less objection is to be taken, as 
this was so natural to the deeply moral spirit of James, in oppo- 
sition to the haughty self-confidence of the rich man opposed 
to the lowly Christian.— For a more exact explanation 
of these two verses, the following remarks may suffice. The 
connection of ver. 9 with the preceding is as follows: let the 
brother of low degree glory amid his temptations in his exalta- 
tion (Gunkel). The idea cavyac@ac is neither exhausted by 
laetari, ayaAdraoOa, 1 Pet. i. 6, Matt. v. 12 (Gebser), nor 

by commemorare, praedicare (Carpzov); it indicates rather 
glorying, proceeding from the confident assurance of superiority; 

Theile: notio gloriandi involvit notas 1 gaudendi, 2 confi- 
dentiae, 3 externe expressi.—o ddeAdds, according to the 
above explanation, refers only to 6 tazretvds, not to 0 TAovcLOs, 
which rather forms the contrast set over against that idea. 
By 0 tamewvos is not indicated a kind of adeAdoi, but is the 
characteristic mark of true Christians. It is incorrect to take 
tatrewos here as entirely equivalent to rr@yos ; it goes beyond 
the idea of wrwyos, indicating the Christian according to his 
entire lowly condition in the world, which also is not in- 

1 According to Lange, the expressions 6 rarsivos and 6 rAovows are to be taken 
ina prophetico-symbolical sense, so that the first ‘designates the Jewish Christian 
and the Jew absolutely in their low oppressed theocratic condition as contrasted 
with the heathen world and the secular power, or still more exactly the theocrat, 
inasmuch as he deeply feels his condition ;” the second, ‘‘again, designates the 
Jew and the Jewish Christian, inasmuch as he sees the hopeless situation of the 
Jewish people in a brilliant light, inasmuch as he is not only rich in the con- 
sciousness of his Jewish prerogatives, but also in chiliastic and visionary expec- 
tation,” ete. This interpretation requires no refutation. 

* A similar connection is found in Phil. iii. 19: 4 dée ty 77 wiagdyn aire, 
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applicable to him who is perhaps rich in worldly wealth, 
especially as these riches have no true value for him. Comp. 
moreover, 1 Cor. i. 26: od woAXol duvartoi, ov ToNNol evyerets. 
Tarewwos is the Christian, in so far as he is despised and 
persecuted by the world (rerarrewapévos kal xatnoxyuppévos, 
IPs, xxiv. 21, comp. 1 Cor. i. 27), is inwardly distressed (€v 
mavti OrBopevos, éEwbev payal, ErwOev hoor, 2 Cor. vii. 5), 
and walks in humility before God; the opposite of all this is 
comprehended in wAovews. On bos, Theile rightly remarks : 
sublimitas ... non solum jam praesens sed etiam adhuc futura 
cogitari potest = fw) illa, quae in coelis perficienda in terris 
jam est. Incorrectly, de Wette understands by this “ present 
exaltation;” as little also does tos indicate only “the 
stedfast courage of the Christian” (Augusti) ; and still less is it 
equivalent to divitiae, as Pott thinks, who finds only the thought 
here expressed: 6 ta7rewds dives sibi videatur.— By év is 
not to be understood the condition i which (Schneckenburger), 
but, according to the prevailing linguistic usage of the N. T., 
the object wpon which the glorying is to take place; comp. 
Rom. v. 3.—The words éte as avOos yoprov mapedevoeTat 
announce wherein the tazeiywovs of the rich consists. As 
regards the construction, it forms one simple sentence. 
Baumgarten incorrectly construes mapedevcetas with 6 
mNovotos, and considers 67 ws avOos yopTou, sc. €or, aS a 
parenthesis, by which an epigrammatic sharpness is conveyed 
to the preceding sentence. The figure, which is further 
drawn out in ver. 11, is of frequent occurrence in the O. T., 
whilst with the quickly fading grass and its flower is not 
only man generally (comp. Job xiv. 2: @omep avOos avOjcav 
ékémecey ; Ps, ciii. 15: avOpwros @oek yoptos ... @oel avOos 
ToD aypod ovTws éEavOnoer; Isa. xl. 6, 7: aca cape yopTos, 
kat Taca doa avOpotrwr as dvOos yoptou' éEnpadvOn 6 yopTos 
kal 70 avOos éEémece; comp. 1 Pet. i. 24), but also specially, 
as here the ungodly’ (comp. Ps. xxxvii. 2: @oel yoptos Taxd 
aroEnpavOnoovTat, Kal Moet Adyava YrONS TAXD aTrOTTET ObYTAL; 

see also Ps. xc. 6), compared. — dvos is here, not as in Isa. 
xi. 1, LXX. translation of 732 = germen, surculus (Hottinger), 

1 Lange observes: ‘This is not here the image of the ungodly, but is to be 
understood as a historical figure with reference to the decay of the O. T. 
glory!” 5 

i ee 
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but the flower ; however, the combination Vn PS is not found 

in Hebrew; in Isa. xl 7 it is TI¥0 PY. TapépyecOar, in the 
meaning of destruction, often occurs in the N. T. (so also in 
the Hebrew 722); also in the classics: Soph. Zrach. 69: rdv 
mapenOovt’ aporov. 

Ver. 11. A further expansion of the image. The aorists 
avétewre, €Ejpave, etc., do not precisely stand for the present 

(Grotius, Piscator, Hottinger, and others), but represent the 
occurrence in a concrete manner as a fact which has taken 
place, by which the description gains in vividness (comp. Isa. 
xl. 7), which is still more vividly portrayed by the simple 
succession of finite verbs. See Winer, p. 248 [E. T. 346, 
347] and p. 417 [E. T. 590]; A. Buttmann, p. 175. It is 
only confusing to convert avétesAe . . . €Enpave into dvateidas 
or éav avaTérXAn .. . €Enpave.— By the word xavcwr is often 
in the LXX. (comp. besides Ezek. xvii. 10, xix. 12, Hos. 

xiii. 15: Jer. xviii. 17; Jonah iv. 8; where dveuos or 
mvevpa is added, particularly Job xxvii. 21; Hos. xii. 1) 
meant the hot east wind (QP), which, blowing over the 
steppes of Arabia, is very dry and scorching to vegetation 
(see Winer’s Reallexicon: word, Wind); here, however, as in 

Isa. xlix. 10 (AT closely united with Mew), Ecclus. xviii. 16 
(comp. also Ecclus. xliii. 3, where it is said of the sun: kat 
évayTiov Kavpatos avTodD Tis wmoctyiceTat), Matt. xx. 12, 
Luke xii. 55, it has the meaning “heat, burning” (against 
Grotius, Pott, Hottinger, Kern, Schneckenburger, Winer, 

Wahl, Lange, Bouman, and others), as the parching effect is 
attributed not to the xavowy as something different from 
the sun, but to the sun itself." It is arbitrary to explain it 
as if it were written: 7yép0n ydp, dua Te avatetdas Tov 
HdLov, 6 Kavowy; as Gebser says: “the burning wind rising 
with the sun is the image.” Laurentius incorrectly under- 
stands by the sun “ Christ,” and by the rising of the sun 
“the day of the Lord;” thus the whole is an image of the 
judgment destroying the rich, yet so that the individual parts 
are to be retained in their appropriate meaning.? — kai 

? Neither the article before x«tew, nor the observation that ‘with the rising 
of the sun and the development of its heat the vegetation is not forthwith 
imperilled,” forms a valid reason against this explanation (against Lange). 

* That ‘‘ with the sun of a finished revelation was developing the hot wind of 
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eEnpave «.7.d.| The same expressions in Isa, xl. 7.— 
extimtew, we. not simply the withering (Isa. xxviii, 1, 4, 

LXX.), but the actual falling off of the flower, is a conse- 

quence of the blighting of the plant.— 1) evmpémea] the 
opposite of ampémeca is used in the classics chiefly of external 
appearance; in the N. T. it is an aw. Ney. — 70 mpocwroy = 
DB, Ps. civ. 30; comp. Luke xii. 56; Matt. xvi. 3: species 

externa, avtod refers, not as the first avdtod, to tov yopTor, 
but to To dv@os, on which the emphasis rests (comp. ver. 10, 
de Wette, Wiesinger, Bouman).' — odtw] thus quickly, thus 
entirely (Wiesinger); «a/ is not purely superfluous (Wiesinger), 
but, referring back to the image, heightens the comparison. — 
6 TAovctos . . . wapavOncetat] It is to be observed that 
here also 6 wAovows and not 6 wAovTos is the subject. 
papaivecOat, in the N. T. an dz. Aey., is found in the LXX. 
as the translation of ¥2’, Job xv. 30; in the same meaning 

in the Wisdom of Solomon ii. 8. The figurative expression 
is explained by what goes before.— év tats mropeiais avTov] 
not “on his journeys” (Laurentius, Piscator, Herder), also 

not “on his journeyings of fortune” (Lange); but = év tais 
ddo0us avtov, ver. 8 (comp. Prov. ii. 8, LXX.). The prominent 
idea is that the rich man, overtaken by judgment, perishes in 
the midst of his doings and pursuits, as the flower in the 
midst of its blossoming falleth a victim to the scorching heat 
of the sun. Luther’s translation: “in his possession,” is ex- 
plained from the false reading zopiat. See critical notes. 

Ver. 12. Whilst the rich man is condemned in the judg- 
ment, the adeddos 6 Ta7rewos, who suffers the weepacpor pro- 
ceeding from the rich man, is blessed. This blessedness forms 
the conclusion of the series of thought begun at ver. 2. To 
pakapios avnp (see Ps. i. 1, and frequently in O. T.) not 
éotw, but €or’ is to be supplied. No special emphasis is to 
be put on dynp; comp. vv. 8, 20; incorrectly Thomas: 
beatus vir, non mollis vel effoeminatus, sed viv ; and not less 

incorrectly Lange, who explains avyp here as he does in 

the Jaw, which scorched the glory of Israel” (Lange), is a remark which is here 
the more inappropriate, as according to it the sun and the hot wind are indicated 
as two different powers opposed to each other. 

1 Lange, on the other hand, observes ‘‘ that a fallen flower is still to lose its 

beauty ” cannot be imagined ; but is it then to be imagined that the grass when 
it is withered and the flower has fallen from it is still to lose its beauty ¢ 
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ver. 8.— bs tropéver tretpacuov] is not = os Teipacpois 
mepiTimtes or Os Teipacwov Tucxet (Hottinger); comp. ver. 3 ; 
it is the man who does not succumb to the temptations which 
he has to endure. Laurentius: aliud est ferre crucem, aliud 

preferre. To supply étav tepimécn (Wiesinger) is unneces- 
sary. — The following sentence beginning with 47. adduces 
the reason of the paxapicpos: for being approved, he will 
receive the crown of life. By Sonos yevouevos] is given not 
so much the condition as the cause, why he that endureth 
temptation will receive the crown of life; the being approved 
is the consequence of bropévewy Teipacpov. — ddxiuos is not, 
with Krebs, Losner, Augusti, Pott, and others, to be referred 

as a figurative expression to the trial preceding the contests of 
athletes; but if a conscious figurative reference is to be 
assumed at all (which de Wette, Briickner, and Wiesinger 

not without reason consider as doubtful), it is to be referred 
to the purification of metals by fire (Hornejus, Gebser, 
Schneckenburger, Theile, and others"). In rov orédavov tis 
Ses] (“not the crown which is peculiar to eternal life, 2... 
which is imparted to it,’ Gunkel) t4s GwAs is not the genitive 
of possession (Lange), but of apposition: fa, ic. the eternal 
blessed life, is itself the crown of glory with which he that 
endures is adorned; comp. Rev. 1.10; 1 Pet. v.4; 2 Tim. 

iv. 8. It is at least doubtful if there is here any allusion to 
the reward of the victor in the Greek games—which is 
maintained by Zwingli, Michaelis, Hensler, Pott, de Wette, 

Wiesinger, and others, and contested by Semler, Augusti, 
Schneckenburger, Hottinger, Theile, Briickner, and others,— 

as even among the Jews, without any reference to a contest, a 
crown or diadem is regarded as the symbol of peculiar honour ; 
comp. besides Ps. xxi. 4 (Briickner), especially Wisdom of 
Solomon v. 16,17: Sikasou ets Tov ai@va Gao... An WovTat 
TO Bactdevov THs evtrperetas Kal TO Svddnwa Tod KaANoOUS EK 
xeLpos Kupiov; with Paul, on the other hand, such an allusion 

frequently occurs. The certainty of receiving this crown of 
glory is founded on the divine promise: Ov émnyyeidato (6 
KUptos) Tols ayaT@ow avTov] If 6 xvpios is the correct 

1 Lange asserts that this figurative reference is so far incorrect, as ‘‘ that 
figure presupposes the idea of refining, which, although contained in the trial or 

proof, is not identical with it ;” but the identity is not maintained. 
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reading, we are to understand not Christ (Baumgarten, 
Schneckenburger), but God (Gebser, Theile, Wiesinger). — The 
expression Tols ayaw@ow avTov (comp. Ps. xcvii. 10, exlv. 20; 
Rom. viii. 28, etc.) intimates that dropuévew tepacpoy is a 
proof and testimony of love to God, and is accordingly a proof 
how careful James was to designate love as the essence of 
true faith (so also Lange); therefore the repetition of the 
same addition in chap. ii. 5. On the whole passage, comp. 
particularly 2 Tim. iv. 8. 

Ver. 13. To Os tmopuéver rretpacuov James opposes os 
merpateras ;+ whilst the former gains fo7, the end to which 
the latter approaches is @dvatos (ver. 15).— First James 
disclaims a vain justification of the latter, and then describes 
the process of metpafeoGar. The vain justification is intro- 
duced with the direct words of the zetpafouevos: ott aro 
Ocod wevpafouat, and then disclaimed by the expression: 6 
Ocds arretpactos éott kaxOv «.7...— By the direct transition 
from the preceding to this verse, it is supposed that by the 
meipatomevos spoken about, in contrast to os dropéves 
metpacjov (ver. 12), is to be understood the person who does 
not endure the temptation, and consequently is not proved by 
it, but who succunibs under it, whilst he suffers himself to be 

enticed to falling away—to sin. Pott: qui tentatione vinci- 
tur, ad peccandum vincitur; Theile: agit Jacobus de turpi 
tentatione per tristem (tentationem); so also Olshausen, 
Schneckenburger, Kern, and others. This connection is denied 

by others ; thus Calvin says: de alio tentationes genere dis- 
serit; and Wiesinger in the strongest manner: “ this appears 
as the design of the apostle: to distinguish as much as 
possible those wespacpods and this wepafeoPar, to place the 
latter as totally different from the former.” But the close 
connection with the preceding constrains us to the opinion 
that James has considered both in reference to each other, the 

metpacwot occasioning the mevpdfeoPa which takes place when 
éviOupia is excited by it.” It is arbitrary to take the verb 

1 When Lange meets this with the question : ‘‘ How could any one endure 
the temptation without having first been tempted?” he only shows that he does 
not understand the explanation here given. 

2 It is to be observed that James designates the trials, on which he thinks in 
Sray reipacnols wtprtonrs, ver. 3, aS wepacuot, It may be said that they are not 
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metpatecOat in the clause: pndels recpafdpevos, in another 
sense than in the following clause: aro Ocod mreipafopat, as 
Hottinger asserts: hic verbum reipafeoPar bis dicitur sensu 
diversi; priori loco simpliciter: adversa pati; posteriori : 
malis sollicitari ad defectionem (similarly Grotius, Semler ; 
also Lange); for, according to this interpretation, the excuse: 
éTt x.7.r., would not correspond to the supposition contained 
in pmdels mevpatopuevos. In justification of this view, Matt. 
viii. 30 cannot be appealed to, where the same word (vexpov) 
is used in the same sentence in different meanings, namely, 
in a proper and figurative meaning, as here the relation is 
entirely different.— Some expositors (Pott, Schneckenburger, 
and others), without reason, paraphrase AeyéTw by “ cogitet, 
sibi persuadeat.” Since the words which immediately follow 
are introduced in the direct form, it is better to retain the 

usual meaning of Aéyew, by which it is in itself evident that 
the external speaking presupposes an internal, on which it is 
here natural to think. — James makes the wevpafouevos thus 
briefly express the excuse, by which he would justify him- 

self: Ore amd Ocod metpafouar, by which he transfers the 
guilt from himself to God.* é7e is the form of quotation 
frequently occurring in the N. T., except with Paul. ao 
@cod is emphatically placed first. azo is not equivalent to 
v7ro; the former points to the more distant, the latter to the 
nearest cause, though by later writers awe with passive verbs 
is sometimes used as equivalent to to. Here, however, the 

usual signification of amo is to be retained, for the recpafo- 
pevos, introduced as directly speaking, would certainly not 
stigmatize God as the direct tempter (comp. Matt. iv. 1). See 
Winer, p. 332 [E. T. 464]. James does not with these words 

this in themselves, but only in so far as the Christian is yet a sinner, and can 
thus be enticed by them into sin; when this happens, then the sespéZecdas, of 
which James here speaks, takes place. Stier: ‘‘That there is a necessity for 
our all being tested and approved through trial, springs from our sin; the 
tempting element in our trial, the evil in it, springs therefore from that and not 
from God.” 

1 He might find a justification of this in the fact that wepecuei actually spring 
from God. See Meyer on Matt. vi. 13, and on 1 Cor. x. 13. Lange introduces 
inappropriate matter, maintaining in favour of the concrete relations supposed 
by him, that the Jews and Judaizing Christians with this word would justify 
their fanaticism against the Gentiles, particularly their separation from the 
Gentile Christians, as an affair of God (for His glory)! 
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refer to any particular doctrine of religion and philosophy, 
perhaps to the doctrine of the Pharisees and Essenes on e(yap- 
pévn (Bull, Ittig, Schneckenburger, and others), or the doctrine 

of Simon Magus (Calovius), but only considers generally the 
peculiar bias of the natural man to charge God somehow with 
the blame of we:pafecOar, recognisable in the answer of Adam 
to the question of God.'— James grounds the rejection of 
the idea contained in pndels ... NeyérT@ that the mecpaterOar 
proceeds from God, by a sentence comprising two members: 
0 yap Oeos ... ovdéva. The word ameipactos, an adtraké Rey. 
in the N. T., has in classical Greek—in which, however, the 

form a7reipatos (atreipntos) almost always occurs—either the 
passive meaning wntempted, that is, what is not tempted or 
proved, or the active meaning: he who has made no trial, 

equivalent to dnexperienced. Some expositors take the word 
in the second meaning; thus Schulthess: in Deum nulla 
malorum experentia; de Wette, Briickner, and others.” But, 

on account of the close connection with weipafew, the word 

has here, as most expositors assume, an ethical meaning. Yet 
it is Incorrect to explain it actively, with Luther (God is not 
a tempter to evil; Vulgate: intentator), because this clause 
would then be tautological with the following. It is rather to 
be taken passively: wntempted of evil, by which the idea passes 
from tentatus to that of tentabilis; Winer, p. 175 [E. T. 

242, 245]. By the Church Fathers God is often named 
simply 6 ameipactos; so Ignat. ad Philipp.: ti mreipagers Tov 
areipactov ; Photius, contra Manich. iv. p. 225: weupagev 
emuyelpnoact Tov areipactoy. By this predicate the holiness 
of God, which is raised above all temptation to evil, is indi- 
cated, and is the motive likewise to the following thought.’ 

1 Many expressions in Greek authors show how natural this is to man ; comp. 
Il. 7. 86: iyo d? obx aizios sius drAr& Zavs, xai woipe; Plaut. Aulul. iv. 10. 7: 

Deus impulsor mihi fuit ; Terent. Hunuch. y. 2. 86 : Quid, si hoe voluit quispiam 
Deus ?—Such an excuse suggested itself to the Jews the more as it appeared 
justified by the language of the O. T. Comp, Ex. xx. 16. On the contrary, 
Philo (Quod. deter. pot. 177 D) remarks : od ws to: ray agsBav, rev Oso airioy cay 

xuxay Ones Matos. Still more fully in Schneckenburger. 

* Buttmann, p. 148 [E. T. 170], contests this meaning, which rather belongs 
to the word drsipos. But passages, as Hom. //. ad Ven. v. 133: ausirny w’ 
ayayuv nal dxsupheny Qidornres; Theognis, 772: roracl aaiignra dobav Exove’ 

ayubay, show that axsiparos actually has that meaning. 

* Lange maintains, in reference to the interpretation given above, that in this 
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— xaxov is not masculine, but neuter; not misery (Oecumenius), 
but evil. —eipager d& avtos oddéva] expresses the conse- 
quence of the preceding and the pointed contrast to aro Oeod 
meipatoua. mepater is placed first for the sake of emphasis. 
By avros, which most interpreters pass over, is brought for- 
ward not God’s action in contrast to “being tempted” (Theile : 
ipse quoque non tentat idem ille Deus, qui tentari nequit ; 
Wiesinger: “He, self-active;” so also Lange), but shows 
that the weipafew indeed takes place, but from another cause 

(9 tSva éwtOvpia) than from God. The meaning of the whole 
verse is as follows: Let no man, when he is tempted (inwardly 
enticed) to evil, say, From God I am tempted: for God suffers 
no temptation; but (6é) as to the temptation, He (God) 
tempteth no man: but every man is tempted, etc.” As 
regards the apparent contradiction of this with other passages 
of the Holy Scriptures, where the sins of men are referred to 
God as their reason (Gen. xxii. 1; Deut. vill. 2, etc.), Calvin 

correctly remarks: Quum Scriptura excoecationem vel obdura- 
tionem cordis tribuit Deo, neque illi initium assignat, neque 
facit mali auctorem, ut culpam sustinere debeat. In his 
autem duobus solum Jacobus insistit. 

Ver. 14. That “wewpafecPar proceeds not from God,” is 
the thought of ver. 13. Whence comes it then? The answer 
is given in this verse: “ Hvery man is tempted, when he is 
drawn out and allured by his own lust.’ The words wt7ro 
THs U6. émiPuuias belong not to wespagferas (Theile, Wiesinger), 
but to é&eAxouevos kal Sedeafowevos (Luther, Baumgarten, 
Semler, Knapp, Grashof, Hottinger, de Wette, Briickner, Lange, 

commentary iz. xax. is explained as equivalent to ‘‘ God has no experience of 
evil,” and that it is said that the passive construction: ‘‘ not tempted,” ‘‘ not 
temptable,” is against grammatical usage and the connection ! In a very strange 
manner he thinks it is here designed to strengthen the warning: Let no man 
say ; for this saying, like all fanaticism, was a tempting God, and therefore vain 

and impious, because God does not suffer Himself to be tempted. 
1 Inapposite uniting of various explanations by Theile and Morus: az:ip. 

vex, Gicitur, partim quoniam nullae miseriae possunt evenire Deo, partim 

quoniam per eas non potest inclinari ad peccandum, ad cupiditatem aliquam 
exercendam ; Deus igitur est expers miseriae omnis atque etiam peccati vel 

pravae cupiditatis, et quia est, neque tentatur a malis ipse, neque alium tentat. 
* The passage in Ecclus. xv. 11, 12, 20, is especially to be compared : xa cixns 

Ort Dice xbpiov aortorny, wen sins Ori aires pe twravnoey. Olx tvirsiraro ovdenl do2Gziv 

nak ovx towxiy aviciy ovdsyi auapravuy. See also] Cor. x. 13. 

MEYER.—JAMES. E 
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and others), as otherwise these ideas would drag too much, 
and would receive their closer reference only by supplying 
something, as wm avths (Wiesinger). James will describe 
meipater Pat according to its process; he therefore places the 
idea first, and then gives in what follows how it occurs, con- 

sequently the construction weipaferar . . . EeAKopevos requires 
not to be altered into wespafomevos .. . €&eAxverar (Schnecken- 
burger). — mreipatomevos, as is evident from what goes before, 

is to be supplied to actos ; it corresponds to ovdéva, ver. 13. 
The attribute ‘das is emphatic, expressing the contrast to 
avros in ver. 13. It is brought prominently forward because 
év7Oupia has its ground not in God, but belongs to man. — 
By émOvpyia is not denoted “innocent sensuousness,” but it 
occurs here, as everywhere in the N. T. (except where its 
specific object is named, as in Luke xxii. 15; Phil. i. 23; 
1 Thess. ii, 17), even without the addition of xaxy, capKexn, 
or some similar adjectives, i sensu malo ; yet it is not to be 
understood as original sin: “the sinful tendency, the same as 
Paul calls dwaptia in Rom. vii. 7” (Hofmann, Schrifibew. L 
p. 469; Wiesinger); rather éw@uuia here is the same as in 
Rom. vii. 7, namely, lust for the forbidden action springing 
from original sin (which Paul designates as the dapria 
which ywpis voyov is “vexpd,’ but by the commandment 
revives, and macav ériOupiav Katepyatetar). So also Briickner.! 
— James does not here speak of the origin and development 
of sin in general, but he wishes to mention, in contrast to aro 
Ocod meipafowar, by what sinful man is tempted to the 
definite act of sin, so that he had no occasion to refer to 

1 According to Hofmann’s explanation, the form of expression of James would 
be diametrically opposed to that of Paul ; for what Paul calls éuapria, James 
would call iaéuyia ; and what Paul calls ivéuyia, James would call éuapria! 
And how objectionable is it to say, with Wiesinger : iaiéyyia, when stirred up, 
produces those ixiumias capxos in Gal. v. 16, 24, that erbymeciy and that 

tridvuuiz in Rom. vii. 7, 8. It is also incorrect, with Lange, to understand by 

i.e ta. “original sin itself in its concrete activity,” or ‘‘the folly which the 
individual encounters externally, over against which the lust belonging to him 
is objectively placed,” and to determine the same more definitely as the totality 
of those “ glittering, variegated, visionary expectations which seductively met 
both the Jews and the Jewish Christians, which had sprung from the matter of 
the chiliastic, world-lusting, spiritual pride.” James does not here speak of 
imfvuie as attacking an individual from outside, but on/y of that which is 

within him. 

 eeaeEeEEOeEOE—E 
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original sin. — With regard to the form of expression, Pott 
correctly says: émvOupia, duaptia et Gavatos personarum vim 
habent; imaginem meretricis suppeditant voces ovAdaBelv, 
tixtew, amoKkvew, nec non et é&éAKew atque dereadfav. The 
two words é&éAxKewv and derXeafeey sind verba e re venatoria et 
piscatoria in rem amatoriam et inde in nostrum tropum trans- 
lata (Schneckenburger); this at least is valid of dededQeu. 
The meaning: protrahere in littus (Pott, and also de Wette), 
does not here lie at the root of the idea é&éAxew (&ra& Ney. 

in N. T.), for then it would require to be placed after 
dereafewv (as also Wieseler, Briickner, and Lange observe) ; 
Schulthess more correctly explains it: elicere bestias ex tuto 
ubi latent in locum hamis retibusque expositum; but it is 
probable that James had not the original figure so definitely 
before his eyes. Many interpreters (Menochius, Grotius, 
Laurentius, Pott, Hottinger, Baumgarten, Theile, and others) 

supply @ bono to é&érx. and ad malum to derea€., or something 
similar ; yet incorrectly, as the idea is rather that év@upia as 
a harlot entices man, that is, his will, to herself; the é& in 

é&éx. is thus to be explained, that man, enticed by the allure- 
ments of éwvOupia, is enticed to forsake his former position 
(as the place where he remained hitherto . concealed) ; 
Schneckenburger: statu quasi suo et loco se extrahi et 
dimoveri ipse patitur. It is incorrect to explain éfé\xew as 
equivalent to wpocédxevy, or as an intensified form instead of 
édxewv.' The being taken captive by évvOupia is indicated by 
Sedealopevos. cedeatev, in the N. T. used here only and in 
2 Pet. ii. 2, 14, 18, is also among classical writers used 
figuratively only in sensw malo ; comp. particularly, Plato, Z%m. 
Ixix. 6: 7007 peylotov Kaxadv déreap; Plut. de ser. Num. 
Vind.: To yAuKd Tis ériOuplas womep Séreap e&édAKew 
(avOperrovs). 

Ver. 15. Continuing the image used in ver. 14, James in 
this verse describes what is the fruit which proceeds from 
deredbec Oar timo THS idias émiOupias: Lust having conceived 

1See Athenaeus, i. 3, ¢. 8: dice viv duiriay rods ipuoras wpoccaxucucta:, Ael. 

N. An. vi. 31: ix0 vis fdovis tAxdpsvos. 
2 Lange: ‘‘ To draw off and to allure—German : Ablocken and Anlocken ; the 

man is first drawn out from his inward self-control and fortress, and then 
attracted (drawn to) by the allurements of the harlot.” 
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(z.e. become pregnant) bringeth forth sin, and sin when wt is 
completed bringeth forth death. The object of this representa- 
tion is not to give a doctrine of sin,—its origin and its end,— 
but by indicating the fruit of wevpdfec@at, to demonstrate that 
it is not from God. By eira the result of treipafeor@ar, 
namely tixtes duaptiay, is indicated as directly following 
upon it; cvAdaPovca forms the transition to it, which occurs 

by ém@vuia taking the will of man captive; it, as it were, 
becomes pregnant, so that it bears sin. — ovAdaBodea Tike] 
corresponds to the Hebrew OM 73M), which is uniformly in 
the LXX. translated by ovAdAaBoica étexe (Gen. iv. 5, 17, 

xxx. 17, and other passages). By dyapria without the article, 
the fruit of ém@uuia, according to its quality, is indicated in 
an entirely general manner. Sin born by lust again carries in 
itself its own fruit (k¥nwa), which, having come to completion, 

(arrotenecOeica), is brought forth out of itself (azroxver). 
According to de Wette, by duapria in the first clause is to be 
understood “the resolution or internal act,’ but in the second 

clause (7 dpuaptia arotedeoOeica), “sin accomplished in the 
external act,” thus acts. of sin. This, however, is incorrect, as 

—(1) by 7 5€ duaptia the awaprtia already mentioned is again 
taken up, and therefore must have the same meaning; and 
(2) drotedeiy dpaptiay cannot mean “sin accomplished.”! 
Wiesinger, with regard to tikter duaptiay, correctly observes : 
“ quaptia is sin, but whether the internal or external act is 
not stated ;” yet adzoteXecOeica added in the following clause 
shows that James considered dwaptia as something gradually 
developed, for dzoteXety is not equivalent to tiktew (so 
that dmotedkecOcica would be=TeyGetca, Baumgarten: “sin 
brought or produced into the world in such a manner”), but 
completed: thus 7) ap. amot.=“sin which has attained to its 
complete development.” It is not entirely corresponding to the 
idea of James when Calvin (with whom most recent critics— 

1 De Wette incorrectly appeals to the expression axorsAciv taséuysay in Plato, 
Gorg. p. 503 D, and csasiv chy taitypiay, as there iméyyie and apapria are not 

similar, but different ideas. When Wiesinger, against the explanation of de 
Wette, says that cvaraBovea indicates that ‘‘ the will consents to the demand of 

the desire, which is the resolution or internal act,” it is, on the contrary, to be 

observed that these two are by no means identical, as the resolution is an act of 

the will, and thus is actually sin, whilst by evaAaGo0ee is indicated a point 
preceding tixtiuy duapriay 
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Kern, Schneckenburger, Theile, Wiesinger, and others—agree) 
explains it as “the entire sinful life” (non unum aliquod opus 
perpetratum, sed cursus peccandi completus; vita impia et 
scelerata). As James considers djaptia itself personified, it 
is arroteXeoOeica when it has grown to such fulness of power 
that it rules man’s whole life. According to this idea, it is 
indeed correct when several interpreters explain azroteX. by 
adulta; thus Bouman: peccatum, quum ad adultam pervenit 
aetatem; yet, linguistically, this explanation is not to be 
justified, as amoredeic Par is not equivalent to adolescere. The 
explanation given in the earlier edition of this commentary, 
that by auaptia is meant the act of sin, is erroneous, because 
such a limitation of the general idea is not indicated; om this 
account it is not correct to think on ém@uyda and dpaptia 
as a single definite lust and sin. — Briickner considers 
the addition of azoteXecOeioa is made only “in order that 
dpaptia, which was at first represented as a child, might 
again be represented as a mother.” This, however, is incorrect; 
the origin and growth (or, more correctly, the completion) of 
sin by no means occur “in reality together at one moment ;” 
sin bears death, which it carried in itself at the first, only 

when it is not interrupted in its development by a higher life- 
power, but has attained to its complete form.— By @avatos, 
by which James indicates the fruit of completed sin according 
to its nature, is to be understood, not only temporary death 
(Pott: homines peccando mortales factos esse omnes con- 
sentiunt N. T. scriptores), but, as the opposite of the fw 

which God has promised, and will give to them who love 
Him, eternal death; see Rom. vi. 23: Ta owwa Tis 
apaptias, Oavatos to b€ ydpicpa Ocod, fon aiwvios. If, 
therefore, nothing but @avartos is the end to which wespafec@ae 
conducts, this cannot possibly have its reason in God, who 
works {€w7, and therefore it is absurd to say amo Ocod 
merpatouar (ver. 13).— The expression dzroxvex (only here and 
in ver. 18 in the N. T.) is distinguished from ti«7ez only in this, 
that it indicates more definitely that dyapria from the begin- 
ning is pregnant with @avatos. By the explanation: meretur 
mortem (Bede, Laurentius, and others), a relation is introduced 

foreign to the context. On the mode of writing a7oxvet and 
avroxvet, see Winer, p. 80 [E. T. 107]; Schirlitz, p. 184 f. 
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Ver. 16 introduces the statement which follows as one 
particularly important. Not only the exhortation: 7) 7Aavacbe, 
but also the added address: aderdoi pou dayarntot, shows 
how important this observation appeared to the author. A 
new line of thought, unconnected with the preceding, does 

not indeed begin with this verse; «2 wAavadcGe must not 

therefore be considered, with Hornejus, Gebser, and others, 

only as the concluding formula to what goes before. Theile 
correctly observes: ubi antecedentia respicit, nunquam finit 
cohortationem, sed ita interpositum est, ut continuet ac firmet, 

nunc illustrando, nune cavendo. The same formula is found 

in 1 Cor. vi. 9, xv. 33; Gal. vi. 7 (similarly 1 John iii. 7); 
in all those places it precedes a thought certain to the 
Christian conscience, by which a preceding expression is 
confirmed in opposition to a false opinion: this is also the 
case here. Grotius inserts an entirely foreign reference when 

he says: hoc vult: ne putate vestrum studium sufficere sine 
precibus; see Luke xviii. 1. There is here no reference 
whatever to prayer. 

Ver. 17. The sentiment in this verse, introduced by ver. 
16, is designed for the complete rejection of amd Oecod 
meipatouat; the good comes from God, therefore recpafecr Oar 
cannot come from God. The idea of the good is indicated 
by two synonymous expressions: ddc1us ayaby and dépnua 
térecov. By doors, which has here not an active, as in 
Phil. iv. 5 (Bouman, Lange), but a passive signification (as 
frequently in classical Greek and in the Apocrypha), and by 
dwpnya, the same thing is indicated—in contrast to ida 
émvOupia, ver. 14—as something given and presented, which 
thus proceeds not from man himself. By dépnua réreov the 
idea already contained in ddcr ayaby is heightened, deépnya 
more definitely indicating the gift (Sdecs) as a free present (which 
tunkel incorrectly denies; see Rom. v. 16, where da@pnua is 

parallel with ydapuopa), and rédevov the idea of the good 
(aya0y) as morally perfect.. It is arbitrary to refer the two 

1 Whilst de Wette finds the emphasis only in the adjectives, Theile correctly 
remarks: Et substantiva et adjectiva differunt ita, ut posterius priore sit 
definitius ideoque majus. So also Wiesinger and Briickner. Lange by dap. vi. 
understands ‘‘the gift of God completed in Christianity ;” and by 367, ay. 
‘‘everything which served to prepare this completed gift, especially in the old 
covenant,” 
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expressions to different gifts, and by docu to understand the 
gifts of the kingdom of nature or of the present life, and by 
SHpnua those of the kingdom of grace or of the future life. 
Also aya6y is not, with Didymus, to be restricted to the idea 
of the useful. Several interpreters (Raphelius, Stolz, Rosen- 
miiller, Bengel, Augusti, Pott, Hottinger, and others) put an 
exclusive force on wads, as if it were=non nisi, “nothing 

but ;” but the thought is weakened thereby. James designs 
to say not only—in contrast to the derivation of meupalec Oar 
from God—that only good (thus not evil) gifts come from 
Him, but likewise that good gifts all come only from God 
(thus from none else) (Stier); mas is accordingly to be taken 
in its usual meaning; but dya0y and rédevov are to be 
emphasized. Schneckenburger arbitrarily explains it as if 
James had written: waéca S001; kal wav Swpnua dvobev 
KataBaivoy tédevov é€ott.| —avwbev| =ovpdvoley (Acts xiv. 

17, xxvi. 13; é« tod ovpavod, John vi. 32, 33), is put first for 
the sake of emphasis. — éo7i xataBatvoy| are not, with Wolf, 

Bengel, Kern, Bouman, and others, tobe separated, so that 

éoti is to be joined to avwev, and cataBatvoy is added as an 

epexegesis ; but to be united, and are put instead of cataBaive, 

only that by the participle the quality of the verbal idea is 
more brought out; see chap. ili. 15; so also Wiesinger and 
A. Buttmann, p. 266 [E. T. 510]; Winer, p. 311 [E. T. 438], 
and Schirlitz, p. 317, on the other hand, regard the expression 
as entirely equivalent to «xataBaive.— The expression 
xataBaivoy is explained from dvwGev. The explanation of 
Laurentius: non cadens, sed descendens, quia ordinarze bona 

sua dona dat, is far-fetched. — a6 tod matpos TaY poTor] 

an epexegesis to the preceding. By ta dara is to be under- 
stood neither spiritual light, whether knowledge (Hornejus), 
or joy (Michaelis), or goodness, wisdom (Wolf: omnis 
perfectio, bonitas, sapientia et prosperitas), or something 
similar, nor the spirits of light (Schol. ap. Matt.: ros 
TOV ayyediKav Suvduewr’ 7) TOY TepwTicpévav avOpwTror ; 
Lange: “the whole series of organs of revelation from 
Abraham to Christ, as the representatives of all good spirits”). 
Nor is there here any allusion to the Urim and Thummim 

'On the accidental hexameter which the words race... ciAsov form, see 

Winer, p. 564 [E. T. 798]. 
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of the high priest (Heisen); but by it are meant, as almost 
all modern expositors recognise, the heavenly bodies (see LXX. 
Ps. cxxxv. (cxxxvi) 7; Jer. iv. 23) = dworipes, LXX. 
Gen. i. 14. God is designated as the watnp of these, because 
He is their Creator and Preserver. This designation, for 
which Job xxxviil. 28 cannot be appealed to, is surprising, as 
it is without analogy either in the O. or N. T. (otherwise with 
profane writers and Philo). It has, however, its ground in 
this, that James considers the light of the heavenly bodies as 
a reflection of the essential light of God. Since God is the 
Father of light, the symbol of the holy ones (Wiesinger), so 
He Himself must be light, and thus nothing dark (con- 
sequently not meepafeo@ar), but rather only all that is light, 
can proceed from Him. As the Father of lights, God, however, 

outshines these: their light is changing; His, on the contrary, 
is without change. The following words: with whom there 
is no variation nor shadow (in consequence) of change, express 
this idea; ac., whilst with the stars a 7apadXayn or TpoTis 

amockiacuwa occurs, there is nothing similar to this with God." 
According to Grotius, with whom various expositors agree, 
these expressions are termini technici of astronomy. But, in 
opposition to this, it is to be observed that wapaddayy never 
occurs as an astronomical term (see Gebser in /oco), and 
the astronomical signification of tpom = solstitium, solstice 
(tpomat Oepwat and xewmepwvai; comp. Wisd. vii. 18: 
TpoTa@y adXayds), is not here suitable, as the sun is not 
mentioned specially, nor is an aockxiacpua effected by the 
solstice. James here uses not the language of astronomy, but 
that of ordinary life (Wiesinger). — mapadAayy is to be 
understood quite generally, variation. James adds to this 
general idea, in order to bring prominently forward that the 
essential light of God is not, as is the case with the stars, 

obscured by anything, the more definite idea poms 

atocklacua. atockiacwa has not an active (de Wette: 
“casting a shadow”), but a passive signification, being shaded 

1 Flatt (Spicil. observatt. ad ep. Jacobi): Auctor siderum nitidorum ipsis 
etiam nitidior et nitoris, nullis unquam tenebris interrupti, majori constantia 
fulgens. Similarly it is said of Wisdom : for yap airn tUmpsrsoripa nAiov, xal 

ixip racay derpwy bicw, Qwri cuyxpivruivn sipioxeras wporipa, Wisdom of Solomon 

vii. 29. 
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(so Brickner); and tpomjs assigns the reason (dmockiacua 

quae oritur e tpow7, Schneckenburger): thus the shadowing 
of the stars, which is effected by theiz changeable position :* for 
that James has founded his idea in a change in the stars 
themselves is not probable.” Luther’s translation: “the 
change of light and darkness” (similarly Stolz: “changing 
obscuration”), is only justified if it were said tpom) atrocKiac- 
patos. Deviating entirely from the above explanation, the 

Greek interpreters take drocxiacwa =iyvos; Oecumenius: 
avTt Tod’ ovde péxypis wTovolas Tivos bToBoAn; Suidas: 
avtt Tod adXowwWcews Kal peTaBorFs ‘tyvos’ Kal opoiwpa 
gavtacias; and following them several recent writers; 

Morus: ne tantillum mutationes; Rosenmiiller: no shadow 

of change; so Hensler and others. But in this signification 
atocKiacua never elsewhere occurs; also the here essential 
idea of obscuration (Bengel: atockiacya, opponitur luminibus) 
would be lost.— The form éve (besides here in the N. T. 
The Corsi 1a.) Galb! iii+28); Cola! LL)» is! nots with 

Buttmann, I. 375; Winer, p. 74 [E. T. 96]; Schirlitz, 171, 

and others, to be taken as a peculiar form of év, but is the 
abbreviation of éveovs (A. Buttmann, p. 64 [E. T. 72]); 
comp. 1 Cor. vi. 5: ov« év év buiv coos ovdé eis (see Meyer 
in loco). évt, however, is not, with Pott, to be explained as 

precisely equivalent with €or, yet the meaning of the pre- 
position €y is so weakened, as the verb could be construed 
with any other preposition, as here with the preposition zapa, 
which here, as frequently in the N. T., stands for “what 
spiritually belongs to another, is in anothe=’s possession ;” 
Demosthenes, de cor. p. 318, 13: e 8 ody éore Kai map’ ewod 
Tis EuTrelpla ToLaUTN. 

Ver. 18. Most interpreters subordinate the thought con- 
tained in this verse to the preceding, regarding it either as 
an example (Laurentius: loquitur Ap. in his verbis de gene- 

? Incorrectly Lange explains the expression : ‘‘of the obscuration of the earth 
effected by the diurnal phenomenal revolution of the sun, moon, and stars.” 
And the proper idea which James has in view is, according to Lange, that God 
“‘makes no revolution with the Old Testament which would cast a night- 
shadow on the New, nor does He suffer the New Testament to cast a night- 
shadow on the Old !!” 

* Without reason, Baumgarten, Schneckenburger, and others assume that 
James here alludes to the astrological superstitions of the Jews. 
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ratione spirituali ut sit quasi exemplum aliquod istorum dono- 
rum spiritualium, quae sunt desuper) or as a confirmation and 
a proof (thus Gebser, Kern, Wiesinger, Bouman; also Lange’) ; 

on the contrary, according to Theile and de Wette, its relation 

is that of co-ordination. But in both explanations the peculiar 
significance which this verse has in the context is mistaken. 
It is to be recognised as a principal thought, not only because 
the succeeding exhortations flow from it, but also because the 
preceding development only comes to its close in it; whilst 
only in BovAnbeis amexinoev suas is not only the assertion 

aro Ocod weipafouar completely refuted, but also all the 
earlier mentioned assertions have their sure foundation. It is 
accordingly not a confirmation of ver. 17, but rather a special 
inference from the general idea of that verse. — BovAnfels 

arexinoev uas| The verb itself testifies that here the dis- 
course is of the new birth, and not of natural birth, for aro. 

Kvev is synonymous with yevyay ; but the man yeyevynpévos 
€x Ocov (1 John iii. 9; see also 1 Pet. i. 25) is not man in 
himself, but man born again. Unsatisfactorily Pott explains 
atroxvewv = faccre, efficerc, since by this the specific idea of the 
verb, that the foundation of the life of him who is born again 

lies in God, and that he is Oelas dicews Kowwwvos (2 Pet. i. 4), 
is lost. —2as] not ws as men, nor us as Jewish Christians, but 
us as Christians. — The verse emphatically commences with 
BovrnGets, by which is expressed not a contrast to the merit of 
human works (Bede: non nostris, sed beneficio suae voluntatis ; 
similarly Calvin, Hornejus, Grotius, etc.), nor to “the Jewish 

claims of righteousness” (Lange), but it is designed pro- 
minently to bring forward the thought that the new birth rests 
on the divine wi//—the work is that which God has peculiarly 
willed. But if this be the case, how can tretpdferGas proceed 
from Him? Without sufficient reason, Bengel, Kern, Schneck- 

enburger, Wiesinger, and others put the additional idea of love 
in BovAnbels.? — Noy adnOelas] The instrument of droxujcac 

1 Lange strangely designates the new birth as the effect of the dépnua cirsoy 
which came down from heaven. 

* Theile: Deus, luminum pater, etiam parens est generationis nostrae. De 

Wette : In place of all good gifts, the gracious gift of the Christian salvation is 
likewise mentioned as a proof that God can be no tempter. 

3 Bengel: voluntate amantissima. Schneckenburger: non merum volendi 
actum sed benignam et benigna voluntate ortam volitionem exprimit. The 
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is the Noyos adAnOelas, that is, the gospel,’ which is so called 
because “daAnOefa in its entire reality is inherent in it” 
(Harless on Eph. i. 13). The words: eis 76 elvas hyads atrapyny 
TWA TOV avTOU KTLCUdTwY] express the aim of this new birth, 
by which is not indicated what Christians, as those who are 
born of God, ought to become, but what they are, according to 
the intention of God? By twa added to drapynv the mode 
of expression is indicated as figurative, for, as Calvin correctly 

remarks, Tuva similitudinis est nota, nos quodammodo esse 

primitias (so also Gebser, Hottinger, Kern, Wiesinger, and 

others). Also Bengel recognises this, but he puts therein a 
false reference, observing: qguaedam habet modestiam, nam 
primitiae proprie et absolute est Christus. Still more incorrect 
is it, with Lange, to explain teva, that James considered the 

angels of God as a different kind of first-fruits of creation. 
Laurentius correctly says: amapy7 allusio est ad ritum lezalem 
in Vetum Testamentum de consecratione primogenitorum, 
frugum, jumentorum et hominum (so also Calvin, Hornejus, 
Wiesinger, and others; unsatisfactorily de Wette: “chosen 
and holy”). The word has here, as everywhere in the O. T., 
and predominantly among the classics, a religious signification, 
namely, “the first-fruits dedicated to God ;” so that James by 
this expression indicates Christians, as a fruit dedicated to 
the service of God. But as emphatically repeated shows 
that James does not here state the nature of Christians gene- 
rally, but what the position is which he and those Christians 
occupy who, according to Rom. viii. 23, possess tHv amrapyny 
Tod mvevpatos (see Meyer in loco). They are a kind of first- 
fruits of God’s creatures, because they, as being born of God, 
are dedicated to God jirst among all His creatures. The 
glorification, which is destined for the whole world, was first 

view of Oecumenius is evidently entirely perverted : +3 Bovanésis ire, trirrouiZay 
ToUs abromdrus Irorrives rode Td Tay AnpovTas. 

1 Tf the want of the article should constrain us to translate 2dyos danésias “a 

word of truth,” that is, a word whose nature is truth (see Meyer on 2 Cor. yi. 7), 

yet by this word of truth here the gospel can only be understood ; but it is more 
probable that the article is omitted because aéyos d2nécizs, as an idea definite in 
itself, did not require the article to designate it. 

* According to Lange’s supposition, ‘‘this teleological mode of expression is 
chosen in order to indicate that the Jews should become what Christians already 
are.” This is purely arbitrary, as such a distinction is not indicated in the very 
slightest degree. 
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imparted to Christians then living.’ In the N. T. dapyy} is 
sometimes so used that the religious signification steps into 
the background (thus in 1 Cor. xv. 20, 23; Rom. viii. 23, 
xvi. 5; 1 Cor. xvi. 15; otherwise in Rom. xi. 16 and Rey. 

xiv. 5); and accordingly several expositors explain the expres- 
sion of James as equivalent to of mp@Tor THY KTICMaTwY 
avtov. But against this is, on the one hand, the added twa, 
and on the other hand, the existing necessity of conceiving as 
added to xricudatwy an attribute, as véwy or Kalvwy, since 

the expression ta xticpata Q@ecod is not taken by itself, those 
who are born again, but generally, the criatures of God. It is 
still more arbitrary to take dmapy7 as equivalent to mparor, 
in the sense of tiuotator (Oecumenius; Morus: omnium 
creaturarum carissimi et dignissimi; the favourites among His 
creatures), and then to refer the verse to the dignity of man 
generally, as the Scholiast explains: t)v opwpévny kticw dyow, 
As Tyu@tepov Tov avOpwrov édekev.” By avtod (Lachmann 
and Buttmann, avtod; Tischendorf, éavrod), emphatically 
added, the creatures are indicated as God's property. 

Ver. 19. To ver. 18 is annexed at first the exhortation to 
hear, and then in ver. 22 the more extended exhortation, not 

only to be hearers, but also doers of the word. By the read- 
ing @ote, the connection with the preceding is evidently 
expressed, wore being with the following imperative, as in 1 Cor. 
iil. 21, Phil. ii. 12 = ctaque, therefore. This reading is, how- 
ever, suspicious, as not only predominant authorities declare 
for the reading tore, but also tore might be easily changed 
into @ote, in order to mark the thoughts in this verse as an 

inference from ver.18. It is true the € after ée7w, conjoined 
with this reading (in B and C), appears to be harsh; but it 
may be explained from this, that the sentence éoTw .. . Tayvs 

1 It is, however, also possible that James by #zés has had in view, not the 

distinction between the then existing and the later Christians, but only the dis- 
tinction between Christians and the other creatures, since Christians of all ages 
form the arapyn cav xvicuarwy, until the commencement of the world’s glorifica- 
tion. Lange with truth brings forward the idea that if Christians are erepy%, 
they are sureties for the future glorification of the world; but that the first 
believers of Israel in their unity are sureties for the future conversion of the 
nation, is an introduced idea which is not indicated by James. 

* Thus Schulthess: divino rationis et orationis munere, cujus ex tot animan- 

tium generibus atque naturis homo solus est particeps, principatum dignitatis ei 

datum cerninius, 
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els TO akoveat K.T.X. is introduced as being almost a proverbial 
expression. The reading of A: éote dé... xal éotw, appears 
to be a correction, in order to unite this verse more closely 
with the preceding. tore may be either indicative (comp. 
Heb. xii. 17; usually oiare) or imperative; it is at all 
events to be referred, not to what goes before,’ but to what 

follows, as otherwise Todro, or something similar, by which it 

would be referred back to ver. 18, would require to be added. 

Semler explains it as an indicative, paraphrasing it: non 
ignoratis istud carmen ; Ecclus. v. 11: you tayvs év dxpodcer 
cov «.T.X. As, however, the sentence in question is here 
expressed in different words, so it is not to be assumed that 
James would here refer to that passage in Ecclesiasticus. It 
is thus better to consider icre as an imperative, as it then 
corresponds to yu 7AavaoGe (ver. 16), and serves strongly to 
impress the following sentence on the readers, in favour of 
which also is the address adeAdot pou ayamrnrot, added here 

as well as there; see also chap. ii. 5: dxovoarte, a0. pw. ay. — 
The sentence is entirely general: let every man be swift to 
hear, slow to speak, slow to wrath. Whilst Laurentius and 

others consider this as a sententia generalis, which stands in 
no internal connection with the preceding, but is pressed upon 
the readers in its entire generality, most interpreters supply to 
axoveat directly taken from the preceding tov Adyor adnOeias ; 
thus Estius, Gataker, Gomar, Piscator, Hornejus, Baumgarten, 

Rosenmiiller, Pott, Hottinger, Gebser, de Wette, Wiesinger, and 

others; but this is arbitrary, particularly as was dvOpwros 
poimts to the universality of the sentence. However, the 
intention of James is not to inculcate it on his readers in its 
general sense, but he wishes rather that they, as Christians, 
should apply it to their Christian conduct; so that for them 
axovoa certainly refers to Noyos THs GdnOedas (Heisen, Schneck- 

enburger,’ Theile). dav is therefore not to be supplied to was 
av@pwTros, still we may say with Semler: pertinet ad Chris- 
tianos, quatenus sunt Christiani; but the expression is, as 

De Wette explainsit : ‘‘ Ye know this, namely, that He has regenerated us ;” 
but this, as he himself confesses, gives a wholly unsatisfactory sense. 

* Schneckenburger : quamvis de sensu dubitari nequeat, nempe de addiscendo 
Asyw aAnécias caveas tamen vocem hance Aéyov putes grammatice subaudiendam ; 
sed Jacobus regulam istam generalem . . . ita hic subnectit, ut eam ad rem 
christianam imprimis valere moneat. 
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part of the general sentence, likewise to be retained in its 
general meaning; but what holds good of all men, in a pecu- 
liar manner holds good cf Christians. — The ideas taxvs and 
Spasis, in the N. T. only here (in Luke xxiv. 25, Spaévs has 
a different meaning), form a direct contrast; as in Philo, de 

conf. ling. p. 327 B: Bpaddis @perjoat, taxyds Brdyrau (see 
Dio 0.32). By Bpadds eis opynv added to the second clause, 
James announces what kind of speaking he means, namely, 
speaking ¢& opyjjs.' But from ver. 20 it is evident that by dpry1) 
—which, as Cremer correctly remarks, denotes not the passive 
affection, but active displeasure directed toward any one—is 
to be understood sinful and passionate zeal. Spadvs is to be 
taken in both clauses in the same sense, which—as is often 

the case with expressions in figurative language—goes beyond 
the literal and direct idea of the word, as Hornejus correctly 
explains it in reference to the second clause: ita jubet tardos 
ad iram esse, ut ab eo nos prorsusretrahat. Several expositors 
refer both clauses, others at least the second chiefly or alone, 
to the conduct toward God, with or without an express refer- 
ence to ver. 13." But this is incorrect; the opy7 to which 

James alludes is rather carnal zeal, which will censure its 

neighbour, whose fruit is not edpyjvn, but axatactacia (chap. 
iii. 16). The warning is addressed to those Christians who 
misuse the gospel (the Adyos aAnOelas) as the Pharisees did the 
law, not for their own sanctification, but for the gratification 
of their censoriousness and quarrelsome temper; see chap. iii. 
Although James with this exhortation has specially in view 

1 The circumstance is in favour of this close connection of these two last 
clauses, that if 2«A%eas is here taken in a wider sense (as Gunkel thinks), then a 
different signification must be given to Spadds in the two clauses, as épy% here, as 
the following verse shows, must be taken ina bad sense. Lange thinks that 
James does not absolutely reject spy ; but whilst he understands by épy% eager- 
ness of passion to whieh one is led from eagerness in speaking by warmth, he 
evidently understands this as something to be entirely rejected. According to 
Bouman, the anger here is meant to which one is inflamed by the aaasiy of 
another. 

2 On fpad. sis ro Aaa. Bengel remarks: ut nil loquatur contra Deum, nec 
sinistre de Deo; and on épy#: ira sive impatientia erga Deum, iracundia erga 
proximum. Gebser explains épy7 = anger, displeasure at God on account of the 
persecutions, Calvin also has this reference in view when he says: certe nemo 
unquam bonus erit Dei discipulus nisi qui silendo eum audiat; . . . non enim 
Deus nisi sedato animo audiri potest, as is evident from the note : (Jacobus) vult 
proterviam nostram corripere, ne . . . intempestive obstrepamus Deo, 
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the conduct of Christians in their assemblies, yet Aadtoac 
must not be restricted to the idea of mere teaching (Bede, 
Hornejus, Hottinger, de Wette, Briickner, and others). Aar7i- 

cat is a more comprehensive term than dvddoxewv, which is 
included in it. 

Ver. 20 gives the reason of the exhortation Bpadds eis 
opynv: for the wrath of man works not the righteousness of God. 

The preponderance of authorities decides against the reading 
Katepyateras, and in favour of épyaferar. From the fact that 
Sixacocvvny is twice in the N. T., namely Acts x. 35 and 
Heb. xi. 33, joined with the simple verb, it does not follow 
that épydferas is a later correction (against de Wette, 
Wiesinger), especially as xatepyafec8ar is also found united 
with abstract substantives, as in Rom. i. 27 with thy 

aoxnwoctvnyv, in Rom. ii. 9 with To xaxov, and in Rom. 
vii. 18 with 7o xaddv, With the reading épyaferar, — and 
also with xatepydferar, when this latter, as is frequently 
the case (see especially Rom. i. 9, 10), is synonymous with 
the former, — d:cavoovvn is equivalent to 7d Stkatov, as is 
frequently the case in the O. and N. T.; see Acts x. 35 
above referred to, and the frequently occurring phrase: 
moe THY StKatocvvnv, Gen. xviii. 19; Isa. lvi. 1; Matt. 
mien dt ohn it 29, i. 7, 105 Reve xxi 11... .@eed: is 
added in contrast to dvdpos for the sake of a more exact 
statement, so that dccavootvn Ocod is the righteousness willed 
by God’ (similar to 7d Séxatov évwriov Tod Ocod, Acts iv. 19; 
Luther: “the wrath of man works not that which is, right 
before God”); so Beza, Hornejus, Wolf, Bengel, de Wette, 
Bouman, and others correctly explain it. The opposite of 
Sixavocvvny Ocod épyatecOar is duaptiav épyabeo@ar, chap. 
ii. 9 (comp. Matt. vii. 1: épyal. rnv dvouiav; 1 Mace. ix. 23: 
epyal, THv adcxiav ; also comp. Rom. ii. 10: épyat. 1d ayadon ; 
Gal. vi 10). James was the more constrained to give 
prominence to this idea, as opy7 itself and the words flowine 
from it were considered by the pharisaical disposition of 

1 It is true the expression d:xascvvn @zod occurs not elsewhere in this sense ; but 
this can be the less an objection to it, as the relation in which the genitive O05 
is placed to dxasoodyn is not entirely opposed to the genitive of relation, as is 
evident if we designate the &x. @. as that dicscdvn which is actually so accord- 
ing to the determination of God, 
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Christians, against whom this warning is directed, and of 
whom it was said: GjrAov Ocod Eyovon, adr’ ov Kar 
ériyvoow, Rom. x. 2, as something that was pleasing to 
God. With the reading catepydferat this verb may also be 
equivalent to effect, to bring about (as ver. 3). Gebser, 
Grashof, and others understand, in accordance with this view, 

by Sueavocvvn Ocod: “the condition of justification before 
God;” but, on the one hand, an unsuitable thought is ex- 

pressed by this, and, on the other hand, a mode of expressing 
the idea Sixavocvvn tod Oecod, peculiar to Paul, is without 
ceremony ascribed to James. But as little is it to be justi- 
fied when Wiesinger, following Hofmann (Sehriftbew. I. 
ed. 1, p. 548 f.), finds expressed in the words of James, that 
“one by wrathful zeal effects not on others the dix. Ocod, ic. 
that state of righteousness in which God begets men by His 
word of truth.” Though dcavocdvn Ocod can denote the 
righteousness wrought by God, yet this idea is here unsuitable, 
since no man could entertain the opinion that his wrath could 
do what can only be effected by God. Also in this case 
James would only emphasize an impossibility of épy7, whereas 
he was required to bring prominently forward its rejection ; 

moreover, on others is inserted into the text.2 The same 

reasons are also decisive against the explanation of Briickner 
(“the wrath of man works not the righteousness which God 
accomplishes — this generally stated both in respect to the 
avyjp and in respect to others on whom one strives to work ”), 
in which a twofold reference is arbitrarily assumed. Briickner 
correctly rejects the explanation of Lange, that James speaks 
against “the delusion of wrath, which imagines to administer 

1 In the second edition (p. 628), Hofmann has indeed altered the words, but 

not the thought, in the explanation given in the first edition. When he defines 
the distinction in the use of the idea 3:xasoodyy Oso¥, in Rom. i. 17 and here, to 

consist in this, that Paul speaks of justification, in James of regeneration, the 

untenableness of his explanation is the more evident, for that épy% produces 
regeneration could occur to no one. 

* Contrary to the Biblical use of language, Oecumenius explains the expres- 
sion dixaioovvn as equivalent to tis iv Yuya xar akiav ixnaorw arovsuntixn. Pott 

wholly arbitrarily refers the verse to the teachers of the Christian religion, 
paraphrasing it: iratus nequit docere religionem christianum prout fas est Deoque 
probatur. — Several commentators (also Kern) to this verse cite Ecclus. i. 21: ob 
Juvnosras Ovucs adixos Bixaswnves ; but incorrectly, since Isxamwéyve: has an entirely 

different meaning from xarspy2Zsobas Bixasorivny Os0d, 
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and accomplish in the world the righteousness of God 
especially against unbelievers,’ because there is no reference 
to this in the context; it is, moreover, linguistically unmain- 
tainable, as épyafeoAar does not mean “to administer and 

accomplish.” — avépds stands here as in vv. 8 and 12; it 
forms a contrast neither to the child (Thomas: ira fortis 
et deliberate non dicit pueri, qui cito transit), nor to the 
woman (Bengel: sexus virilis maxime iram alit), nor to 
avOpwrros, ver. 19 (Lange). 

Ver. 21. James infers (60) from the thought in ver. 20 
the exhortation év mpaitnts dé€acGe Tov Eugutov Aoyov, with 
evident reference to amrexinoev Huds Aoy@ adAnOetas (ver. 18). 
He places before this exhortation the participial clause: dzro- 
Oéuevor .. . Kakias| laying aside all filthiness and abundance of 
wickedness, i.e. all filthy and abundantly prevalent wickedness. 
The word pumapia (az. rey. in the N. T.) is here figurative 
(synonymous with dxa@apoia in Rom. vi. 19 and other 
places), as pumapds and futapedw, Rev. xxii. 11 (fumapds 
occurs in its literal sense in chap. ii. 2: puzros in 1 Pet. iii. 21). 
Several interpreters (Calvin, Rosenmiiller, Baumgarten, 
Hornejus, Bouman, Lange, and others) take it here as standing 
alone, equivalent to moral wneleanness (see 2 Cor. vil. 1: mas 
porvopos oapKos Kal mvevpartos), either generally “every 
immoral disposition,” or specifically as avaritia (Storr), or 
scortatio (Laurentius), or vitia intemperantiae, gulae et 
lasciviae (Heisen), or “ filth in a religious theocratical sense ” 
(Lange); but it is better to join purapiéay with xaxias (Theile, 
de Wette, Wiesinger, and others), so that the ethical judg- 
ment of the author on the xaxia is thereby expressed (comp. 
Acts xv. 20; Rev. xvi. 4), equivalent to macav xaxiav 
putapay, or less exactly puaivovcay tov avOpwrov (Schol. on 
Mait.); only the idea is more strongly brought forward by 
the substantive than by the adjective. The word zepicceia, 
united to puwapiav by the copulative cai (not as Schnecken- 
burger thinks exegetical; in the cited passages, John i. 16 
and 1 Cor. iii. 5, the position of xai is entirely different), 
foreign to classical Greek, has in the N. T. the signification 
abundance, properly: “abundance flowing over the measure,” 
which Lange incorrectly renders “ outflow, communication of 
life;” see Rom. v.17; 2 Cor. viii. 2, x. 15. Nevertheless 

Meyrr.—JAmes. F 
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the word has been here taken in a meaning corresponding to 
putrapia, and has been explained as = epicowpa excremen- 
tum (Beza, Piscator, Erasmus, Schmid, and others), or also 

growth (Lésner, Pott, Hottinger, Kern, Schneckenburger, de 
Wette). But both meanings are arbitrary. The defenders 
of the second explanation indeed appeal to the passage in 
Philo, de vict. off. p. 854 B: wepitéuveoOe ... tas mepittas 
gvoes (fortasse eudtces, de Wette) tod ryeworKxod; but 
from this passage it does not follow that wepscce(a can be 
explained de ramis in vite vel arbore abundantibus falceque 
resecandis (Lésner). It is equally unjustifiable when Kiittner, 
Michaelis, Augusti, Gebser, Bouman, and others explain zepuo- 
cela Kaxias as “xaxia surviving from earlier times,” and thus 
take mwepucceta as synonymous with wepiocevpa (Mark viii. 8). 
Against all these arbitrary views Theile, Wiesinger, Briickner 
correctly retain the word in the same sense which it has 
elsewhere in the N. T., so that mepucceia xaxias is the 
abundance of xaxia, i.e. the abundantly existing xaxia; only 
év viv is hardly to be supplied as if James had only his 
readers specially in view (Theile: quod lectoribus peculiare 
erat). — Kaxiéa is not here synonymous with mrovnpia (1 Cor. 
v. 8) =vitiositas (Semler, Theile, and others), but, according 
to the context, in contrast with év paints, as in Eph. iv. 31, 
Col. iii. 8, Tit. iii, 3, 1 Pet. ii. 1, a more special idea, 

namely, the hostile disposition toward our neighbour which 
we call malignity (Cremer: malevolence, as social faultiness). 
Wiesinger inaccurately takes it as equivalent to dpyy, as that 
is only one of the proofs of xax/a; incorrectly Rosenmiiller = 
morositas.. On azoGéwevor, comp. Eph. iv. 25; 1 Pet. ii. 1; 
Heb. xii. 1.2. The participle precedes as a subordinate thought 
to dé€ac0e, because in consequence of man’s sinful nature 
room can only be made for the good by the rejection of the 

1 Meyer’s translation : malice (Rom. i. 29), malicious disposition (Col. iii. 8), 

would also not be entirely suitable, but too special. How Luther has under- 
stood the idea cannot be determined from his translation wickedness (Bosheit) ; 

since he thus constantly renders xaxi«, it may be taken in a general or in a 
special sense ; the word badness (Schlechtigkeit) does not occur with him. 

* To the assertion of Lange, that awroéi{ucvos is not to be rendered putting off, 
because the reference is not figuratively to the putting off of filthy garments, 
but removing ; the passages Rom. xiii. 12 (arcbipsta. . . tvQucwusba) and Eph. 
iv, 22, 24, and the etymology of the word are opposed. 
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bad. Also, where similar sentences are co-ordinate, the 

exhortation to dmori@ec@a: precedes; comp. Rom. xiii. 12, 
Eph. iv. 22, 23, and also the exhortation of Christ: peta- 
voeite Kat meotevete, Mark i. 15.—JIn the positive exhorta- 

tion: év mpaitnts déEacbe tov Eudutov AOyor] év mpaitnte 
emphatically precedes, in contrast to the «axia from which 
flows dpy7. mpaitns (= mpadrns) denotes a loving, gentle 
disposition toward our neighbour ; comp. TE) Com ive 21, 

2 Tim. i, 25, Tit. ni. 2, and other passages; the opposite is 
optroTns (Pape’s Gr. Worterb.); incorrectly Calvin: hoe verbo 

- significat modestiam et facilitatem mentis ad discendum com- 
positae. év mpaiitnts does not therefore mean docili animo 
(Grotius, Rosenmiiller, Hottinger), nor “with a modest dis- 
position, which recognises the good deeds of Christianity ” 
(Gebser). Also év mp. d5é€acGe is not a pregnant construction, 
as if the sense were: monet... illo Aey@ duce tpaiitnta 
exerceant (Schneckenburger) ; but James exhorts to the 
reception of the word éy tpaitrnts, in contrast to those who 
hear the word in order to use it as a weapon of hatred 
(condemning others). — AéfacGe (opp. to Aadfjoas, ver. 19) 
corresponds to axovcaz, but expresses more than that, namely: 
“the inner reception, the taking hold of it with the heart;” 
comp. 1 Thess. i. 6. The object belonging to it: tov Adyov 
éuutov, can only be the same as what was called the Novos 
adnOetas in ver. 18 (Wiesinger); it is neither “the reason 
innate in man” (Oecumenius: tov dvaxpiTixdy Tov BeAtiovos 
Kal Tovdxelpovos* Kal’ d Kal NoyiKol ecpev Kal eyoueba; see 
Constit. Apost. viii. 12: voor dédwxas eudvutov), nor the so- 
called inner light of the mystics, nor the gospel “in its sub- 
jective form of life” (Lange). The verb déyecOar is opposed 
to these explanations. James designates the gospel a Noryov 
éupurtov, inasmuch as it was no longer strange to the hearts 
of his readers as Christians; also because it was not merely 
transmitted (Hottinger: udvros = traditus), but cmplanted. 
The verb dé€acGe does not conflict with this, as the word by 
which the new birth is effected among Christians is to them 
ever proclaimed anew, and must by them be ever received 
anew, in order that the new life may be preserved and 

1 Lange incorrectly explains the % duiv to be supplied to Zuguroy “in and 
among you,” referring it to the Jewish Christians and the Jews, 
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increased in them. It is therefore not necessary, against the 
use of language, to change the idea: verbum quod implantatum 
or insertum est, into: verbum quod implantatur or inseri- 
tur, or to assume here a prolepsis, as is undoubtedly the 
case in 1 Cor. i. 8, Phil. iii. 21 (see Meyer in loco), and 
1 Thess. iii. 13 (Liinemann zn loco), and with Calvin to explain 
it: ita suscipite ut vere inseratur (similarly Semler, de Wette,* 
and others). The mode in which the adjective is united with 
the substantive is opposed to a prolepsis, which would be only 
imaginable were it said: tov Adyov EuduTov tais Kxapdiars 
vmoav, or something similar.— For the strengthening of the 
exhortation expressed, James annexes to tov éudutov Aoyov 
the clause tov Suvdpevov cHoa Tas uyas vuav, by which, 
on the one hand, the value of the Aoyos is prominently 
brought forward, and, on the other hand, is indicated what 

result ought to arise from the hearing of the word. By the 
verb Suvayevoy not the freedom of the human will (Serrarius : 
quod potest salvare, ut arbitrii libertas indicetur), but the 
power of the word is emphasized ; it is, as Paul says, dvvayus 
Qcod cis cwrnpiay tavtt TH mMoTevovTs (Rom. i. 16). But 
if it has this power, man must receive it, and that in a right 
manner, so that it may prove its efficacy in him and save his 
soul. It is to be observed that James says this of his readers, 
whom he had previously designated as born again (ver. 18). 
Thus, according to James, Christians by the new birth do not 
as yet possess owrnp/a (the future salvation), but its obtain- 
ment is conditioned by their conduct. — Instead of tas Wuyas 
vpov, James might simply have written duds, but Schnecken- 
burger correctly warns: cave pro mera sumas circumscriptione 
personalis ; animi enim proprie res agitur; see chap. v. 20. 

Ver. 22. The exhortations given in ver. 19 form the 

1 De Wette expresses himself doubtfully: ‘‘ Either the adjective is used pro- 
leptically, or, which I prefer, it is the word implanted by the second birth ; but 
by this also, on account of 3é&aeés, a prolepsis occurs, ‘receive the word of truth, 

that it may grow in you by that new birth.’” But opposed to this, it is to be 
observed that the word is not implanted by the second birth, but that the 

second birth is the fruit of the implanted word. In conclusion de Wette 
remarks : ‘‘ It must be taken rather as a reference to the whole of Christendom 
than to individuals: the word implanted in us Christians.” But the indi- 
vidual is only a member of the chureh by having the word of God implanted in 
him. Briickner has given the correct explanation, 
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starting-point for what follows. The next section, to the end 
of chap. ii., is attached to the thought tayds es To dxovoa, 
which is continued in d¢£ac6e tov éugutov ANoyor. The word 
must be so heard and received that it produces a correspond- 
ing activity. James first expresses this thought briefly and 
definitely: “Be ye doers of the word, and not hearers only, 
deceiving your own selves.” The verb yiveo@e is neither 
intended to express the successionem perpetuam horum exer- 
citiorum (Semler), nor to indicate that hitherto the readers had 
not been montai Aoyou; this indication is contained in the 

whole exhortation, but not in the verb, which is to be trans- 

lated not by become, but by be ; comp. chap. ii. 1; Matt. vi. 
16, x. 16, xxiv. 44; John xx. 27; Rom. xii. 16.1. The par- 
ticle 6€ unites this verse with the preceding as its completion. 
The readers ought to be arountai Aoyou, namely, of the Aoyos 
éuutos (ver. 21), or of the Adyos dAnOelas (ver. 18), the 
gospel, inasmuch as it requires a definite Christian conduct, 
and on this account in ver. 25 is expressly called a vowos. 
On qwowmrtai, comp. Jas. iv. 11; 1 Mace. ii. 67; Rom. ii 13 
(John vii. 19: srovety tov vouov); in the classical language, 
6 mountns vouov is the lawgiver. Theile correctly observes : 
substantiva plus sonant quam participia; the substantive 
expresses the enduring relation.— In the reading yu) adxpoatat 
povov, povoy is closely united with dxpoatai: not such who 
are only hearers. The word dxpoarys, in classical Greek “an 

attentwe hearer,’ occurs in the N. T. only here and in Rom. 
ii, 13, but both times without that additional meaning. On 
the thought, comp. besides Rom. ii. 13 (where the same con- 
trast is expressed), Matt. vii. 21 ff.; Luke xi. 28; John xii. 

17. — traparoyifouevor] belongs to the subject contained in 
yiverGe (de Wette, Wiesinger), deceiving your own selves, and 
not as a more exact definition of dxpoatai, “hearers who 
deceive themselves” (Stolz, Gebser, Schneckenburger, Lange). 
The import of the word (besides here in the N. T. only in 
Col. ii. 4, in the O. T. Gen. xxix. 25, LXX.; synonymous 

' Meyer certainly explains the imperative yivev, yivzeé:, uniformly by ‘‘ become 
thou,” ‘‘become ye;” but this meaning is frequently retained in a manner 
more or less forced ; comp. especially John xx. 27. The N. T. usage, to consider 
yivev as equivalent to iz, is explained from the fact that the Christian must yet 
ever more become that which he as a Christian is. 
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expressions are found in ver. 26; Gal. vi. 3; 1 John i. 8) is 
to draw false inferences, to deceive by sophistical reasoning. 
The warning is directed against such who deceive themselves 
by sophisms on the utility of mere hearing. 

Ver. 23. This exhortation is confirmed by a comparison. 
Therefore: 671, which is not superfluous (Pott). This verse 
expresses the similitude; ver. 24 the tertiwm comparationis. 
A hearer, who is not a doer, is to be compared to a man who 
contemplates his bodily form in a glass. Hornejus, Rosen- 
miiller, Semler, Pott, and others, attach to the word catavoeiv 

the additional meaning of a transitory observation, against the 
etymology and the linguistic use of the word (comp. Luke xii. 
24,37; Acts vu. 51, 32, xi. 6). The point of transitoriness, 

or, more correctly, of transitory contemplation, is contained 
not in the verb, but in the situation, which in ver. 24 is 

prominently brought forward by xal dmedjAvbev. On the 
rhetorical usage of again resuming the foregoing subject 
(which is here expressed by ev tus «.7.X.) by obtos, see Winer, 
p. 144 [E. T. 199]; A. Buttmann, p. 262 [E. T. 347]; on 
€orxe, see ver. 6; avdpi, as in ver. 8, and frequently with 
James.!— 70 mpocwrov Ths yevécews avtov] By mpoowrov 
is here meant not the whole form (Baumgarten, Hensler, Pott, 
Schneckenburger), but the face. By rijs yevéoews is “more 
plainly indicated the sphere of mere material perception, from 
which the comparison is taken, as distinguished from the 
ethical sphere of dxpodc@a.” (Wiesinger). yéveows denotes 
not so much the natural Jife as the natural birth, so that the 
phrase is to be interpreted: the cowntenance which one possesses 
by his natural birth. See Eustathius in Od. ix. p. 663, 252— 
Whether avrod belongs to the whole idea, or only to the 
genitive, is uncertain. Winer, p. 212, leaves it undecided ; 

Wiesinger is for the first rendering; but the union here (as 
well as in Col. i. 13) with the genitive appears to be more 
natural, 

Ver, 24. With this verse begins the explanation of the 

1 The remark of Paes, approved of by Lange, is curious: viri obiter tantum 
solent specula intueri, muliebre autem est, curiose se ad speculum componere. 

* Lange argues against this explanation, whilst, mingling in a most confused 
manner the image employed with the thing itself, he explains rpecwwev as ‘‘the 
image of the inner man’s appearance according to his sinful condition.” 
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image given in ver. 25 (therefore ydp), whilst xatavoety to 
Tpocwmor T. yev. avTod is again resumed by catevoncev éavTov. 
By azedndvGev the point of the mere transitoriness of the 
contemplation in the glass only before presupposed is brought 
forward, and by éveAd@ero the result of such a contemplation 
is added, by which the points of application, which James 
employs, are brought out. The emphasis lies on dzredndvbev 
and et@éws émedadero. The form of representation is here 
the same as in ver. 11. It is not a particular instance which 
may occur (Wiesinger), but a general statement which is here 
introduced in the form of a single incident, as the contemplat- 
ing oneself in the glass is always only a temporary and not 
a permanent state. The hearing of the word answers to 
Katavoew; the averting of the mind from what is heard to 
amépyecGar; and the being unconcerned about what is heard, 
by which the realization of the word in the life is prevented, 
to evéws emiravOdavecOar, James can only think on man 
according to his ethical condition in relation to the demands 

‘of the divine will, as corresponding to wpocwrov 7. y. or 
éautov in the application. It is true that he does not definitely 
state this; but from this it does not follow that James, over- 

looking all other considerations, has had only in view gene- 
rally the contents of the word, because the comparison of the 
word with a glass, which gives to him who looks in it to see 
his own image, would be without meaning.’ On the use of 
the perfect (ameA7nAvOev) between the aorists, see Winer, p. 
243 f. [E. T. 340].— On ozroios 7», Wiesinger correctly 
remarks, “namely in the glass.” 

Ver. 25 does not give the simple application of the image, 
but rather describes, with reference to the foregoing image, 
the right hearer, and says of him that he is paxapsos ev tH 
moujce, avtod. In this description the three points named 
in ver. 24 are carefully observed: mapaxvias eis «K.TD. 
answers to katevonoev (€v écoTTpw), Tapapeivas to amedr- 

? According to most interpreters, ‘‘the depravity of the natural man” is 
chiefly to be thought on ; but this is not entirely suitable, as James addresses 
Christians who as such are no longer natural men. Ina wholly arbitrary manner 
is the reference inserted by some in xarevsnesy, to spots which disfigure the face. 
Wolf: de tralatitia speculi inspectione loquitur Apostolus ; talis vero efficit, ut 
maculas non perspicias atque adeo de iis abstergendis non cogites; similarly 
Pott and others. 
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Avbev, and ovK axpoaTis éemirnoporis to éemedabeTo. The 
sentence consists of a simple combination of subject and pre- 
dicate ; yevouevos is not to be resolved into the finite verb 

yiverau (Pott). The predicate commences, after the subject 
is summed up, in odtos with paxdpios.— This is also the 
case with the textus receptus, where a ovtos is put before ov« 
axpoatys ; for, since with this reading the first odros is simply 
resumed by the second oftos (before paxdpros), equivalent to 
hic, inquam, the words ov« dxpoatns ... épyou only serve to 
give a more exact designation of the subject, rapaxiwas... Kal 
mapapeivas being thus more clearly defined. Thus these 
words begin not the apodosis or principal sentence, as if 
James would here, in contrast to ver. 24, show that the right 

hearing and appropriation leads to the doing, (and thereby) to 
the blessedness of doing (against Wiesivger). Were this his 
object, he would have been obliged to put the finite verb 
instead of the participle yevouwevos, and a Kai after épyou. 
The subject is accordingly: but whosoever looks into the perfect 
law of liberty and continueth therein, being not a forgetful hearer, 
but a doer of the work, this man.— The aorist participles 
are explained from the close connection of this verse with the 
preceding, where the same tense was used. There is no copu- 
lative xai before the participial clause ov« dxpoatins x.7.X., 
because the doing of the law is the necessary consequence of 
the continued looking into it, and it would otherwise have the 
appearance as if trapaxvrrew and rapayevery could take place 
without zroceiv following.’ The verb trapaxurtew (properly 
bending oneself near an object in order to view it more 
exactly, Luke xxiv. 12; John xx. 5, 11; 1 Pet. i 12; 

Ecclus. xiv. 25, xxi. 23) refers back, indeed, to catavoety, but 

is a stronger idea. James has fittingly chosen this verb as 
verbum ad imaginem speculi humi aut mensae impositi adap- 
tatum (Schneckenburger; see also Theile, Wiesinger). Luther 
inaccurately translates it: looketh through. As the accent is 
on mapa, the verb mapapeivas is used afterwards. By eis is 

‘Lange agrees in essentials with this explanation, but he thinks that by it 
‘‘the full energy of the idea is not preserved ;” it should rather have been said 

that ‘“‘the wapaxtpas and rapausives, as such, is ramrns tpyou yevousves ;” but 
the looking in and continuing is evidently in themselves not identical with the 
doing of which James speaks, however necessarily the latter results from the 

former. 
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expressed not only the direction ¢o something, but the intensity 
of the look into the inner nature of the law. srapapeivas 
(not continueth therein, as Luther translates it, but thereat) is 

added to mapaxvyyas,—without the article, because the two 
points are to be considered as most closely connected,—indi- 
cating the continued consideration of the voos, from which 
action necessarily follows. Schneckenburger incorrectly gives 
to the verb 7rapayuévew here (appealing to Acts xiv. 22; Gal. 
lil. 10; Heb. viii. 9) the meaning to “observe the law;” but 
the subject treated of here is not the observance, but “the 
appropriation which leads to action” (Wiesinger), or “the 
remaining in the yielding of oneself to the object by contem- 
plating it” (Lange). By voyos redevos 6 Tis édevOepias! is 
meant neither the O. T. law, nor lew naturalis (Schulthess), 
but Aoyos adnOeias (ver. 18), thus the gospel, inasmuch as 
it places before the Christian—by reason of redemption— 
the rule of his life. This evangelical voyos, indeed, resembles 

the O. T. vowos in expressing no other will of God, but differs 

from it in that it only is the vouos ris éAevOepias, the vouos 
Tedevos. It not only confronts man as enjoining, but, resting 
on the love of God, it creates the new life from which joyful 
obedience springs forth voluntarily and unconstrained ; it gives 
édev0epia, which the O. T. voues was not able to give, and 
thus proves itself as the perfect law in contrast to the imperfect 
law of the Old Covenant. It is true that even in the O. T. the 
sweetness of the law was subject of praise (Ps. xix. 8-11), 
but the life-giving power belonged to the law only in an im- 
perfect manner, because the covenant on which it rested was 
as yet only one of promise and not of fulfilment. It is accord- 

ingly incorrect to explain the additional attribute as if James 
considered the O. T. law, according to the Pauline manner, 
as a Cuyos Sovdelas (Gal. v. 1), for of this there is no 
trace.” Many expositors understand by voyos TéAewos K.7.r. 
the gospel, as the joyful message of salvation, or the doctrina 

1 Kern incorrectly maintains that this expression is formed according to the 
Pauline phraseology : vues rod aviduaros ris Cwns by Xp. “Ineod, Rom. viii. 2 ; 

vouos 77s Ficrews, Rom. iil. 27 3 vowos Xpirov, Gal. vi. 2; as if James must have 

borrowed the designation of what was to him the cardinal point of Christian life 
from another, and could not himself originate it. 

* It is to be observed that even in the so-called apostolic council at Jerusalem 
James did not, as Peter, call the law a Zoyés. 
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evangelii, or simply gratia evangelii, namely, in contrast to 
the O. T. economy, which, however, corresponds neither to 

the language of James nor to his mode of contemplation.-— 
In the additional participial sentence, the ideas dxpoatns 
emiAnopovas and montis Epyov are opposed to each other. 
aKpoaTis émiAnopovns (the word, foreign to classical Greek, is 

in the N. T. a da. Aey.; it is found in Ecclus. xi. 27; among 
classical writers: émiAjopn, ériAnopootvn) is = axp. éme- 

Anopov, a hearer to whom forgetfulness belongs. To routs, 
épyou is attached in order to make still more prominent the 
idea of activity, which indeed is already contained in zrounrns. 

The singular does not properly stand for the plural (Grotius : 
effector eorum operum, quae evangelica lex exigit), but “is 
designed to import that it here results in something, in the 
doing of work” (Wiesinger). Those ideas, which appear not 
to correspond, yet form a true antithesis, since the law is 
inoperative on the forgetful hearer, but incites him who is an 
attentive hearer to a corresponding activity of life. James 
says of him who is thus described: he (odtos) is blessed in his 
deed. oinowts in N. T. am. Xey., in Ecclus. xix. 20: aoinow 
voyov. The preposition év is not to be exchanged with &a, 
for by év the internal connection of doing and blessedness is 
marked; Briickner: “the blessing innate in such doing is 
meant.” éorTas is therefore not to be referred to the future 
life; but it is by it announced what is even here directly 
connected with the zoijou.s; James, however, certainly con- 
sidered this paxapiotns as permanent. The thought here 
expressed refers to the last words of ver. 21, completing 
them, showing that the Aoyos has the effect there stated 
(c@oar Tas wuyds) in him who so embraces it that it leads 
him to wolnous. 

Ver. 26. Whilst James—in contrast to the hearers who 
fail in proof by works—will describe the true O@pyoxeta 
(ver. 27), he first refers to the false @pnoxeta of those who— 
slothful in action—are tayets e’s TO NaAFoat (ver. 19). Tf any 

1 Laurentius adds to the last words of the verse: sc. non ex merito ipsius 
operis, sed ex promissione gratuita ; but this is a caution foreign to the context. 
Lange inappropriately intermingles ideas, when he reckons to this weimeis parti- 
cularly confession, and thinks that James above all things indicated that the 
Jews should confess Christ, and that the Jewish Christians should fully confess 
their Christian brethren from the Gentiles. 
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one thinks to serve God, not bridling his tongue, but deceiving 
his heart, his worship is vain. — et tes Soxet] Soxet here denotes 
(as in Matt. vi. 7, xxiv. 44; 1 Cor. iii. 18; otherwise in 

1 Cor. vii. 40) the false opinion which one has of something ; 
it is not=videtur (Calvin, Gataker, Theile, and others) ; 

Luther correctly translates: “if any one imagines.” — @pijcKos 
etvat] Opjoxos, which elsewhere occurs neither in the N. T. nor 
in the classics (the substantive besides here and in ver. 27, in 
the N. T. in Col. 1.18 and Acts xxvi. 5), is not equivalent to 
evoéBeca, inasmuch as it refers to external worship, the mani- 

festation of evoéBeva, without, however, having in itself the 

secondary idea of mere externality. Incorrectly Theile= 
religiosus singulatim cujus nimia, nimis externa est religio, 
superstitiosus. In an arbitrary manner, Schneckenburger 
infers from the adjectives xafapa kal auiavtos (ver. 27) that 
it is here said of Opycxe/a, quam in accurata lustrationum 
observatione constantem putabant Judaei ac Judaeochristiani, 
of which there is no trace in the whole Epistle. The following 
words: 2) Xadwayoyav THY yA@ooav avTod, indicate in what 
the Opnoxeia of the readers consisted. It is incorrect, with 
Rosenmiiller, Theile, and others, to supply exempli causa, and, 
as most interpreters do, to resolve the participle by although ; 
James will blame those who reckon zeal in speaking as a sign 
of Opyoxeia.” The verb yadwaywyeiv, in the N. T. only in 
James, is also found in classical language only in the later 
classics; comp. the expression in Plato, de leyg. ii.: ayddwov 
KexTnpévot TO oTOua.— By the second participial sentence : 
adda aratav Kapdiay avrod, James expresses his judgment— 
already indicated by the expression yw» yadwvayoyav—on the 
opinion of serving God by Aadety év opy7. Pott correctly: 
sc. eo quod nimian docendi licentiam et linguae extemperantiam 

1 Some Catholic interpreters, Salmero, Paes, and others, refer the expression 
to the observance of the so-called consilia Christi, particularly to voluntary 
circumcision for the sake of the kingdom of heaven. 

* Rauch also thinks that “the participles must certainly be resolved by 
although ;” but by this explanation all indication is wanting of that on which 

those blamed by James rest é¢pncxele ; also what follows (ver. 27), where the 

nature of true é¢paczc/z is given, forms no appropriate antithesis to this verse. 
Briickner explains it : ‘‘ whosoever seeks worship in striving by teaching to 
work on others ;” here the participle is correctly resolved, but the full meaning 
is not given to the verb. Correctly Lange : ‘‘those who by their fanatical zeal 
wanted to make good their pretensions of being the true soldiers of God.” 
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pro vera Opynoxeia habet. The clause belongs not to the 
apodosis (Schneckenburger), but, as in form so in meaning, 
is closely connected with the preceding participle. The 
expression a@matdy xapdiav avtod corresponds to wapadoyi- 
ferPar éavtoy (ver. 22), but is a stronger form, although it 
does not indicate only the consequence resulting from zeal 
(Lange) ; comp. Zest. Napht. III. p. 665: pa orrovddfere... 
év Novos Kevois aTraTay Tas puxyas tuov. Erasmus incorrectly 
explains amatay by sinere aberrare. The apodosis, which 
emphatically begins with tovrov, declares that such a O@pnokeia 
is not only without fruit (Baumgarten), but without actual 

contents, is thus foolish and vain, corresponding to the 
thought: dpy7 Sicarocvyny cod ov (Kat)epyaterar (ver. 20). 

Ver. 27. To Opnoxela pdtaos is opposed Opnoxeia kalapa 
kal dplavtos Tapa TH Ocw@]. KaGapos and apiavtos are 
synonymous expressions (Pott, Theile, and others) ; the second 
word does not add any new idea to the first. Some expositors 
(Baumgarten, Bengel, Knapp, Wiesinger) arbitrarily refer the 
first word to what is internal, and the second to what is 

external, The second word auiavtos (which occurs only here 
and in Heb. vil. 26, xiii. 4; 1 Pet. i. 4); corresponding to its 
connection with praive, pudcpa, brings more vividly forward 
purity as a being free from that by which the holy is defiled. 
The purity of true Opycxela is, by the words rapa Td Ocod 
«.T.., marked as absolute. rapa, in the judgment of, equivalent 
to évemiov, as in 1 Pet. ii. 20 ; comp. Winer, p. 352 [E. T. 
493]; Schirlitz, p. 340. That by this “the attitude of a 
servant before the face of the commanding lord” (Lange) is 
indicated, is a pure fiction. To 7t@ Oe@ is emphatically 
added xat matpi, by which the relation of God, which the 
author has chiefly in view, is expressed: that of love. God, 

by reason of His love, can only esteem that worship as pure 
which is the expression of love. The contents of pure worship 
is given in the following infinitive clauses, according to its posi- 
tive and negative side ; still James evidently does not intend 
to give an exhaustive definition, but he merely brings forward 
—in reference to the wants of his readers—two chief points. 

Hermas, I. 2, mand. 8, gives a description of these two sides 

of worship, comprehending as much as possible all particulars. 
The first point is: the visiting of the widows and the fatherless 
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in their affliction, as a manifestation of compassionate love. 
If it is said that the particular here stands for the universal 
(the species pro genere, Hottinger, Theile, and others); yet it 
is to be observed that elsewhere in the Holy Scriptures com- 
passion is adduced as the most direct proof of love.’ The verb 
éemvoxeT@tecOat here, as in Matt. xxv. 36, 43, Jer. xxiii. 2, 

Zech. xi 16, Ecclus. vu. 35, refers to the visiting of the 

suffering, in order to help them. By the explanation: “ to 
be careful of them” (Lange), the view of a concrete instance 
is introduced ; opdavoi are placed first, in close connection 
with wartpé,' as God in Ps, lxviii. 6 is expressly called 6 ratnp 
Tav opgavav; see also Ecclus. iv. 10: yivou dpdavois as 
matnp. — The words év 77 OAtiper adteéy are not an idle addi- 
tion, but mark the condition in which the orphans and widows 
are found, to show the necessity and object of émuoxémtec Oat. 
—In the second infinitive clause, which is added with 

rhetorical emphasis, dcvvdetas,’ to the first, domwAov stands 
first as the chief idea. The same expression is in 1 Tim. 
vi. 14; 2 Pet. ii. 14 (in its proper sense, 1 Pet.i.19). The 
addition amo tod Kocuov, more exactly defining domdov 
Typeiv, is neither dependent merely on typet (Ps. xii. 8, 
exli. 9) nor merely on domdov, but on the combined idea. 
The sense is: to preserve. himself from the world (azo = éx, 
John xvii. 15; comp. also the form mpocéyew ado, Matt. 
xvi. 12), so that he is not polluted by it (so also Lange). By 
xoopos not merely earthly things, so far as they tempt to sin 
(Schneckenburger), nor merely sinful lusts (Hottinger), nor 
Snuwdns Kal supPeTos OyNos, 6 KaTa Tas éTLOUULas THs aTaTHS 

avTov POerpopevos (Oecumenius; according to Laurentius and 
others, the homines mundani atque impii), are to be under- 
stood; but the idea xdcpos comprehends ail these together; 
it denotes the whole earthly creation, so far as it is cut off 
from fellowship with God and stands under the dominion of 

1The combination ¢éspavci xai x%pas is found only here in the N. T.; it often 
occurs in the QO. T. and Apocrypha, where sometimes épgavei and sometimes 
x7pes are named first. 

* The asyndeton is thus explained, that James considered the visiting of the 
orphans, etc., as keeping oneself unspotted from the world, being in contradic- 
tion with the peculiar charms of the world. Lange observes: “ the two clauses 
are not simply co-ordinate, but the second is the reverse side or sequence of the 
first, its pure antithesis,” 
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adpyov tod kocuov (1 John v. 19); thus especially the men 
who serve it in and with their sinful lusts—but also all 
earthly possessions by which sinful lust is excited, and to which 
it not only conforms itself, but converts them into the instru- 
ments of its activity. Christians by means of their divine 
‘birth, effected by the word of truth (ver. 18), are indeed taken 
out of the xocpos, they are no longer members of it; but, on 
the other hand, both by the sin which is still in them (chap. 
iii. 2) and by their external intercourse, they stand in connec- 
tion with the world, on which account they have to preserve 
themselves from its contaminating influence. This preserva- 
tion, as it is a work of God (John xvii. 15), so it is likewise 
a work of man (1 Tim. v. 22), and therefore a task which 
believers must continually strive to perform. 
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Ver. 2. The genuineness of the article +4 before cuvaywyjy (Rec. 
after A G K 8, corr. Tisch.) is, since B C 8, pr. omit it (Lachm.), 
at least doubtful. — Ver. 3. Instead of the Ree. xa? éiBrednre, 
after A G8, several vss. Oecumenius, Bede (Lachm.), Tisch. has, 
after B C K, etc., adopted ém@2réyre 62; which reading is the 
original cannot be determined.— The «ira of the Ree. (after 
G K) is already rightly omitted by Griesb.; A B Cx, etc., do 
not have it; it was inserted for the completion of the expres- 
sion (against Reiche). In the second clause of the verse the 
Rec., after C** GK 8, reads orb: exe? j xabov wee; in A C* dée is 
wanting (Lachm. Tisch.) ; B reads or7d: 4 xcédov éxezx The latter 
reading is recommended by the sharper contrast of or7é: to the 
preceding zééov; but it is also possible that in this lies the 
reason of its origin ; if zxe? belongs to or7éu, wée after xadov could 
be easily inserted, partly from the preceding xdédou ade xarjic, 
partly to introduce the antithesis to éxe7; but, on the other 
hand, the original ad: might also be omitted as superfluous 
(on account of the following ir ri ior). Nothing can with 
certainty be decided.— For the addition of mov before ray 
xoddy, adopted by Lachm., only A and the Vulg. chiefly speak. 
Almost all other authorities are against it. — Ver. 4. According 
to the fec. this verse commences with xa od dsexpidnre (thus G 
K, etc., Tisch. 7); in A B** Cs, many min. and vss. za/ is 
wanting (Lachm. Tisch. 2); od is also wanting in the original 
text of B: the omission of xa may indeed be more easily 
explained than its insertion, on account of which Reiche and 
Bouman consider it as genuine; but the most important 
authorities are against it; the reading in B is to be considered 
as a correction (Buttmann).— Ver. 5. rod xéouov (rovrov) is a 
reading evidently explanatory (against Reiche, Bouman), 
instead of +% xéoww, whose genuineness is, moreover, attested by 
A* B C*s; the same also with the reading & r® xéouw.— 
Ver. 10. Instead of the reading rnpjos ... rraioss, attested 
almost only by G K, the conjunctives rzpjon... raion are to 
be read, with Lachm. and Tisch. (against Reiche and Bouman). 
Ver. 11. The Ree. <i 6: 0d woryevoes, Qovevors 62, found only in 
K, several min. Theoph., Tisch. and Lachm. read the present 
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woryevers, Qeveverg; thus A C8; according to Tisch. also B, but 
according to Buttm. B has pores, govedoes. Reiche and 
Bouman retain the Hec. as the original reading. — Ver. 13. 
The Rec. dvirxews (after G, etc.) is, after A B K 8, very many min. 
Oecumenius, to be changed with the certainly entirely unusual 
form dvéeog (Lachm. Buttm. Tisch.); in the mode of writing 
this word there is, however, great variation, the forms dy7A<0<, 
GviAgos, avEiAeos, dyRAEwsS, dynAIOS occurring in different Mss. It 

is surprising that no Ms. has the classical form dvyjAej¢ or 
dverens. — According to the Rec. xaraxavydras is connected with 
the preceding by xa/, which, however, is found only in min. ; A, 
some min. etc., have instead of it, after xaraz. the particle 4é 
(Lachm. ed. min.), which, however, appears only to have been 
inserted to avoid the asyndeton. There are many variations of 
zaranauyarc; A has zaranxavydodw; C**: xaraxatyacte, read- 
ings which owe their origin to the difficulty of the thought. — 
Instead of aeog (after xaraxavydra:), Rec., after A B (ed. Mai) 
s, etc. (Lachm. Tisch. Buttm.),C G K and B (apud Bentley), 
and many min. have the form éA¢ov, a nominative form which 
occurs indeed in the classics, but not in the N. T. — Ver. 14. 
Instead of the Rec. si rd operoz, attested by A C** G K 8, almost 
all min. Theoph. Oecumenius, Lachm. has adopted ri tgeroe, 
after B C. On the distinction, see exposition. — Whether 
after the ec. we are to read, with Tisch., réyn ris, or, with 
Lachm., ric ~éyy, cannot with certainty be decided; BG Kx& 
attest the former, A C the latter reading ; yet the latter appears 
to be a correction. — Ver. 15. After ééy the particle 6 is 
omitted in B®; since its later insertion is not easy to be 
explained, the ec. is to be retained as the correct reading. 
After Aeméuevor Lachm. (after A G, etc.) reads aow, which, how- 
ever, is a later addition. — Ver. 16. Also here Lachm., after B 
C**, has omitted the article +é before cgeros. — Ver. 17. Instead 
of the Rec. tpya tyn, txn epya is to be read, with Griesb. Lachm. 

Tisch. ete., after almost all authorities. — Ver. 18. The Rec. éx 
rav tpywv is attested by too few authorities (G K, some min.) to 
be considered as genuine; Griesb. has consequently correctly 
adopted ywpis rav py. attested by A B C8, etc. Almost all 
recent critics and interpreters, also Bouman, retain ywpis as the 
original reading ; Reiche and Philippi certainly judge otherwise. 
With the reading é falls also the pronoun oov after épyav, which 
Lachm. and Tisch. have correctly omitted ; it is wanting in A 
BR, several min. vss. etc., whilst C G K, ete., have it. — Also - 
after rjv xiorw Tisch., after B Cr, etc., has rightly omitted the 
pronoun pov (A G K, Lachm.); it appears to be added in order 
to bring more prominently forward the contrast to the first rj 
wior oov.— Ver. 19. The Ree. is 6 Osdg iz éor1; soG. In the 

a a eae 
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most important Mss., however, «/; stands first; soin ABCs 
in favour of this reading is also the line of thought; yet the 
difference is found that ésr in AS precedes (Lachm.), and in 
B C follows é¢ ©; (Tisch.); which reading is the original 
cannot be decided, yet the former appears to be a correction. 
B omits 6 before ©<é:. — Ver. 20. Instead of the Ree. vexpé, after 
A C** G@ K 8, several min. vss. Theoph. Oecumenius, Lachmwn. 
and Tisch. have adopted épy7, after B C* etc., which is preferred 
by Wiesinger, Briickner, Lange ; whereas Reiche and Bouman 
prefer the Rec. It is possible that, in order to avoid the 
trequent repetition of vexed (see vv. 17, 26), the word apyq = depyz, 
as corresponding to xywpis ray epywy, was substituted ; but it is 
also possible that the reference to that verse occasioned the 
displacement of apy ; it is difficult to arrive at a sure decision. 
— Ver. 24. The particle rofwy after épére is already correctly 
omitted by Griesbach, being wanting in A B CR, ete.— 
Ver. 25. Instead of ayyéroue, C G, etc., have zaraczézovs, which, 
however, is evidently borrowed from Heb. xi. 31. 

Ver. 1. In close connection with the thought contained in 
chap. i. 27, that true worship consists in the exhibition of com- 
passionate love, James proceeds to reprove a practice of his 

readers, consisting in a partial respect to the rich and a depre- 
ciation of the poor, which formed the most glaring contrast to 
that love. — After the impressive address a5eA got pou, he first 
expresses the exhortation with reference to that conduct, that 
their faith should not be combined with a partial respect of 
persons. Schneckenburger regards the clause as interrogative, 
remarking: interrogationis formam sensus gravitas flagitat et 
contextus (so also Kern); incorrectly, for although the inter- 
rogation with 7 may not always require a negative answer, 
yet it is only used when the interrogator, with every inclination 
to regard something as true, yet can scarcely believe that it is 
actually the case ; comp. Winer, p. 455 f. [E. T. 641]; Schirlitz, 
p. 566. This is inadmissible here, as the fact mentioned in 
what follows, the wpocwroAnyia of the readers, was un- 
doubtedly true. 7)... éyere is thus imperative, asi. 16, iii. 1. 
— The plural tpocwrodypias is used because the author, 
thinks on individual concrete instances in which the general 
fault manifested itself (Hornejus: multiplex illud malum in vita 
est); comp. Col. iii. 22; 2 Pet. 11,12. For the explanation 
of rpocwroAnyia (only here and in Rom. ii. 11; Eph. vi. 9; 
Col. iii. 35), foreign to classical Greek, see Matt. xxii 16 ; 

MrEyYER.—JAMES. G 
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Luke xx. 21; Gal. 11. 6 (see Meyer in Joc.); from the O. T. 
Lev. xix. 15; Deut. i. 17, and other places (the verb mpoca- 
movnTTéw, Jas. ii. 9; the adjective, Acts x. 34). The phrase 

€v TpocwToAnWias éxew T. Tit is not, with Pott, to be 
explained according to such expressions as yew twa év opyh, 
év aitiats, éxew év ervyvoces (Rom. i. 28), for James intends 
not to reproach his readers, that they have a partial faith, or 
that they convert faith into the object of partiality, but that 
they hold not themselves in their faith free from mpoowzro- 
Appia. Also yew does not stand for xatéyev, whether in 
the meaning prohibere or detinere (Grotius: detinere velut 
captivam et inefficacem); but éyew év expresses the relation 
of internal connection thus: Have not your faith, so that it is 
as ut were enclosed in tpocwrorniats, tc. combined with it. 

Thus was it with the readers, who in their very religious 
assemblies made a distinction of persons according to their 
external relations. — De Wette’s opinion is incorrect, that 
aiotw éxew here is to be understood of “the management of 
the concerns of faith.” — Faith is more exactly described as 
4% TwioTls TOY KUpiov Huav “Inood Xpiotod ths So&ns]. Most 
expositors (particularly Schneckenburger, Kern, de Weite, 

Briickner, Wiesinger) take tod xvupiov as a genitive of object, 
and make tis d0&ys, as a second genitive (besides suar), 
dependent on «vpiov; thus: “the faith in our Lord of glory, 
Jesus Christ.” Neither the appellation of Christ as the Lord 
of glory (comp. 1 Cor. ii. 8; Ps. xxix. 3: 6 Oeds THs S0Ens), 
nor the dependence of two genitives (juav and rhs do&ns) on 
one substantive (xvpiov), see Winer, p. 172 [E. T. 238], has 
anything against it; yet this construction cannot be held to 
be correct, because the name "Inood Xpicrod, which follows 

Tov xuplov 7uav, so entirely completes the idea that a second 
genitive can no longer depend on «upiov; if James had in- 
tended such a combination, he would have written either tip 

mist Ino. Xpictod, tod Kupiov Adv ths SoEns, or T. 7. TOD 
xupiov Hav ths So—ns, Inc. Xpiorod.' It is evidently an 
entire mistake to construct tis do€ns with mpocwmornWiats, 

1The genitive, indeed, not unfrequently is separated from the word which 
governs it; see Phil. ii, 10; Rom. ix. 21; and Winer, p. 172 [E. T. 238]; but 
in that case the intervening word is never in apposition with the preceding idea, 
with which it is completely concluded. 
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whether it be taken as = opinio (Calvin: dum opum vel bono- 
rum opinio nostros oculos perstringit, veritas supprimitur) or = 
gloria (Heisen: quod honorem attinet). Some expositors make 
Ths So€ns depend on Xpictod; thus Laurentius, who explains 
it the Christus gloriae = gloriosus; so also Bouman; also Lange : 
“ the Messiah exalted in His glory above Judaistic expectations.” 
Decisive against this construction are—(1) the close connec- 
tion of "Incod and Xpictod, as when those two names are so 
directly united as here, Xpucrov is purely nomen propriwm ; 
(2) the N. T. mode of expression does not admit of a more exact 
statement of being after Xpictod by a genitive dependent on 
it; also in this case the article tod before Xpiotod would not 
be wanting. In this commentary hitherto (former editions) 
THs d0&ns was explained as a genitive of the object dependent 
on Tv miotiv, and Tod Kupiov my. I. Xp. as the genitive of 
the subject, in the sense : “ faith in the glory springing from our 
Lord Jesus Christ—founded on Him,” namely, tv wéAXoveav 
dofav aoxarvdbjva. eis jyads, Rom. viii. 18. This con- 
struction, although grammatically possible, is unmistakably 
harsh. It seems simpler, with Bengel, to regard rijs dons as 
in apposition with "Incod Xp.; still the idea S0&ns is too 
indefinite. The passages cited by Bengel, Luke ii. 32, Eph. 
i 17, 1 Pet. iv. 14, Isa. xl 5, are of another kind, and 
cannot be adduced in justification of that explanation. 
Perhaps it is most correct to unite ts de&ns as a genitive 

of quality, not with Xpicrod only, but with the whole 
expression Tod kup. 7. Inco. Xp., by which d0€a is indicated 

as the quality of our Lord Jesus Christ which belongs to 
Him, the exalted One. Similar expressions are 6 ofKovopos 
(Luke xvi. 8), 0 «putrns (Luke xviii. 6), rHs adcxias. At all 
events, THs Soéms is added in order to mark the contrast 
between the wpocw7oAnWia paid to passing riches and the 
faith in Jesus Christ. 

Vv. 2, 3. In these verses the conduct of the readers, which 

occasioned the exhortation of James (ver. 1), is described ; 
hence the confirming yap. Both verses together form the 
protasis, on which ver. 4 follows as the apodosis; whilst they 
in form appear by their connection with 6é (according to the 
fiec. by av) as co-ordinate sentences, in thought ver. 2 is sub- 
ordinate to ver. 3; ver. 2 assigning the circumstances under 
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which the conduct described in ver. 3 occurred. — Hammond, 

Homberg, Baumgarten, Michaelis, and Herder assign even 
ver. 4 to the protasis; but incorrectly, as in that case the 

. conjunctive would be required in that verse as in vv. 2, 3. 
As regards the matter itself, the fault is not directed against 
the rulers of the congregation,—the presbyters and deacons 
(Grotius, Pott, Schulthess, Hottinger)—but, as the address 

aedgpol ov (ver. 1) shows, it is entirely general. It was not 
the custom in the time of James for the deacons to point out 

places to those who entered their assemblies (Constit. Apost. 
il. 56, 58).— The instance (€dv) which James states is, as 
regards the matter, not a hypothetical assumption, but a fact ; 
and certainly not to be regarded as a solitary instance which 
only once took place, but as something which often occurred, 
that even in their religious assemblies the rich were treated 
with distinction, and the poor with disdain. It is not sur- 
prising that James in the description employed the aorist, . 
since he generally uses that tense to represent that which is 
habitually repeated as a single fact which has taken place; 
see chap. i. 11, 24.— The words els thy cuvaywyny tyr] 
show that it is an entrance into the religious assemblies of 
the congregation that is here spoken of. It cannot be inferred 
from the usual signification of the word cuvaywyy that a 

Jewish synagogue is here meant (Semler, Schneckenburger, 
Bouman); opposed to this is tu@y; besides, the Christians 
would certainly not have the right to show seats to those who 
entered into such a place of worship; but, on the other hand, 
by cvvaywyy here is not to be understood the religious assembly 

(de Wette). The whole description, both e@céX@n and the 
pointing out of seats, shows that cvvaywyn denotes the place 
where the Christian congregation assembled for worship. 
That James calls this by tie word which was appropriate for 
Jewish places of worship, cannot be regarded in Ais mouth as 
anything surprising. Hammond, Baumgarten, Storr, Herder, 

and others most arbitrarily understand by cuvaywyn the judi- 

''The word cvveywy% occurs in the N. T. in both meanings ; usually it desig- 
nates the religious place of meeting of the Jews ; but that it also denotes the 

assembly, Acts xiii. 43 shows ; see also Rev. ii. 9. In the Apocrypha of the O. T. 
it has only the last meaning, and, indeed, in a general sense ; see Wahl, Clav, 

Apocryph, cuvaywyr, 
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cial assemblies of the congregation and their elders. Accord- 
ing to Lange, the name of the Jewish place of worship is here 
a symbol “of the religious fellowship of the entire Jewish 

Christian dispersion ;” this opinion is not less unjustifiable 
than the view connected with it, that “a literal understanding 

of what follows cannot be thought of.” — The rich man is here 
described as adyp ypuvcodaxtiruos év €o OAT’ Nappa, and the 
poor man as 7Twxos ev putrapa écOA71, the difference between 
them being represented to the eye in their clothing. — ypvao- 
daxtvALos| a purely az. Aey.= xpvooxerp (Lucian, in Tim.: 
Tophupot Kal ypucoyerpes Treptépyovtas ; in Nigrin.: tav daxrv- 
Alov TAGs Eywv). On Aaurpos, used of clothes, see, on the 

one hand, Luke xxiii. 11 (comp. with Matt. xxvii. 28), and, 
on the other hand, Rev. xv. 6. Raphelius: nullum certum 
colorem declarat, sed splendidum, clarum, nitidum seu rubrum 
seu album sit, seu alius generis. The counterpart of the éo67s 
Aaptpa is the €o6. puTapa of the poor man. — putrapds] in 
its proper meaning only here in N. T.; in Zech. iii. 3, 4, it is 
also used of garments. Are Christians or non-Christians 
meant by these incomers? Most expositors consider them to 
be Christians only, whether they belonged to the congregation 
or came there as &évoe (guests). But the following reasons 
decide against this view :—1. They are distinguished by James 
from the brethren addressed, and are not indicated as brethren, 

which yet, particularly in reference to the poor (ver. 5), would 
readily have suggested itself as a strong confirmation of their 
fault. 2. In vv. 6, 7, the rich are evidently opposed to Chris- 
tians (tar, duds, ép duas), and reprimanded for their conduct 
towards Christians (not merely toward the poor), which if 
rich Christians had been guilty of, would certainly have been 
indicated as an offence against their Christian calling. That 
those who were not Christians might and did come into 
the Christian religious assemblies is a well-known fact ; 
see 1 Cor. xiv. 22, 23. The view of Weiss (Deutsch. Zeit- 
schrift f. christl. Wissensch. etc., 1854, No. 51), that the 

rich man was not a Christian, but that the poor man was 
a Christian, is supported by no feature in the description ; 
in that case James would certainly have indicated the dis- 
similarity of relation; then “must ver. 5 ff. bring it forward 

as the gravest offence, that the brother chosen by God is 
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slighted for the sake of the rich who were not Christians” 
(Wiesinger '). 

Ver. 3 describes the conduct of the church toward the 
two incomers. Many ancient expositors understand this as 
a figurative representation of the preference which was gene-_ 
rally given in the congregation to the rich; this is arbitrary. 
The whole description points rather to something which James 
has actually in view; but in reprimanding this, he condemns 
partiality generally, which certainly showed itself in many other 
ways. By the descriptive words éwuBréyryrte . . . THY NawTpar, 
which precede elzrnre (in reference to the poor there is only 
elnre), is indicated in a lively manner the admiring look at 
the external glitter; éiPAé7ew, emphatice sumendum est 

(Pott); the rich man is characteristically described as 0 dopav 
tiv é€o8. tT. Naumpay; the splendid garment is that which 
attracts the eye, the character of the man is entirely over- 
looked; qopetv, a secondary form of dépev, is also in Matt. 
xi. 8 used of garments; by the article before Aaprpay this 
idea is strengthened as the chief idea.— The contrast is 
sharply expressed in the different address to the one and to the 
other; already they are distinguished from one another by 
ov... ov, and then caOov and or Oer, Ode and éxe?, KaN@s and 

bird TO UroTrdduov pov, are opposed. The form x«d@ov (instead 
of xdéOnco) is foreign to classical Greek; see Winer, p. 75 
[E. T. 98].— «cares refers to comfort (Wiesinger) ; it is not 
=honorifice (Wahl); and still less is it to be resolved into 
“Be so good as” (Storr), A place is pointed out to the rich 
man, where he can be comfortably seated, whilst to the poor 
man it is said stand there. The second clause, separated from 
the first by #, is not a special address, but the two clauses 

form one saying, whilst after 7 a thought is to be supplied, as 
“Tf thou wilt rather sit;” by the addition of these words the 

depreciation of the poor is yet more strongly marked. — 
id TO Uromddioy] means not under, but below my footstool 
(Wiesinger), by which the floor is pointed out as the fitting 

1 Lange considers the mode of expression symbolical ; by the rich man is 
meant the Jewish Christian, who, as wearing a gold ring, boasts of his covenant 
rights ; and by the poor man is meant the Gentile Christian. According to 
Hengstenberg, the meaning is precisely the reverse. Both opinions are un- 
justified. 
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place for the poor to sit (Bouman). “The expression involves 
contempt: as it were under one’s feet. Not on the footstool” 
(Lange). The word dromddcoy (not wnricwm, as Wiesinger 
asserts) belongs only to the later classics. Often in N. T., and 
also in LXX. 

Ver. 4 forms the apodosis to vv. 2 and 3, and rebukes 
what is blameable in the conduct described. Expositors 
oreatly differ in the explanation of this verse, according as 
they explain the verb dvexp/Onre, and understand od as a 
pure negation, or as an interrogative particle. It is best to 
take Svexpé@nre, in form indeed passive, in meaning as the aorist 
middle, as in Matt. xxi. 21, Mark xi. 23, Rom. iv. 20, and 

to give to the verb here the same meaning which it has 
constantly in the usage of the N. T.; so that it denotes the 
doubt, which consists in the assertion of thoughts at variance 
with faith; see on chap. 1.6. But then the sentence must 
be taken as interrogative: Did you not then doubt among 
yourselves ? a.¢., Have ye not fallen into a contradiction with 
your faith (ver. 1), according. to which external glory and 
riches are nothing, whilst ye by your conduct have attached 
a value to them? To this question the second is added, to 
which the preceding ov is also to be referred: and became ye 
not (thus) judges of evil thoughts? This second question 
indicates the direct consequence of SiaxpivecOa. James calls 
them «pirat, because in their conduct they expressed their 
judgment on the rich and poor. The genitive dsaroyopav 
movnpov is not the genitive of object,’ but of quality. 
diadoytopol is here, as predominantly in the N. T. in malam 
partem (see especially Luke v. 21, 22), thoughts of doubt ana 
unbelief ; the bad meaning is here heightened by trovnpav. 

Other explanations are as follow :— 
(1) brxxpivecdous = = separare: then the sentence is interrogative ; 

éy euuroig—év a&AARAGs (Gebser, Schulthess, Semler, Erasmus 
Schmid, etc.); the verb being either passive: nonne inter 
vos ipsos estis discreti ac separati ? or middle: nonne vos 
discernitis inter vos ipsos? “Do you not separate, divide 
yourselves among yourselves ?” (Lange). 

' Elsner : iniquas istas cogitationes approbastis ; Bengel : judices approbatores, 
mularum cogitationum i. e. divitum, foris splendentium, sed malis cogitationi- 
bus sentientium. 
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(2) diaxpivesdai = discrimen facere. (a) The verb active—(a) 
interrogative : nonne discrimen fecistis apud vos ipsos ? 
(Laurentius, Grotius, Wolf, Hottinger, Knapp). In this ex- 
planation sy taurciz =v d&dARrOG; Schneckenburger, however, 
explains év éavro%=in animis vestris; but then the meaning: 
discrimen facere, would pass into an act of the judgment, 
“ statuere.” (3) Negative: “Then partly ye would not have 
distinguished (according to a sound judgment) among your- 
selves, and partly also ye would have judged after an evil manner 
of thinking (thus an error of the understanding and of the 
heart)” (Grashof)—(b) The verb passive: dupliciter peccatis, 
primo: inter vos ipsos non estis discriminati h. e. cessat piorum 
et impiorum differentia (Oeder). 

(3) dsaxpivecda:—judicare. (a) The verb active—(«) interro- 
gative: nonne judicastis, deliberastis ipsi? “Are ye not your- 
selves persuaded how wrong this is?” (Augusti). (8) Negative - 
non discrevistis justa dubitatione, considerantia et aestimatione, 
quid tribuendum esset pauperi potius vel certe non minus, 
quam diviti (Bengel). Luther combines this rendering with 
that under 2: “And ye do not well consider, but ye become 
judges, and make an evil distinction.” Here also comes in 
the explanation of Oecumenius: +i diaxpitiniy dua dieQdeipure, 

pnoeniay ouCnrnow Teinouvres TOTEpov TiLHTEOY... GAD oUrws, ddiaxpirwe, 

zai ty xpoowmoranr Lin rov wey eryunoure . . . roy 0: Aryuaoure.—(b) The 

verb passive —(a) interrogative: Nonne vos in conscientiis 
dijudicati h. e. convicti estis? Paraeus; so also Bouman: 
nonne igitur in vestris ipsorum jam judicati estis animis ? 
(8) Negative: et dijudicati inter vos ipsos non estis ut judicastis 
secundum prava ratiocinia vestra (Heisen). Differently Caje- 
tanus: haee faciendo non estis judicati in vestibus et divitiis et 
paupertate ; laying the chief stress on év éauro7s. 

(4) diaxpirecdas = dubitare, to entertain doubts. (a) Jnter- 
rogative: et non dubitastis apud vosmet ipsos? et facti estis 
iniqui judices? “Should you not yourselves have entertained 
doubts? Should you actually have passed evil-minded judg- 
ments?” (Theile). (%) Negative: non dubitastis apud animum, 
ne subiit quidem haec cogitatio, id factum forte malum esse, 
certo apud vos statuistis id jure ac bene fieri. 

All these explanations are untenable, because they proceed 
upon a meaning of diaxpivec@au foreign to the usage of the 
N. T. Besides, several require arbitrary completions, and 

many do not correspond to the context. Briickner, de Wette, 
and Wiesinger have also here correctly maintained the mean- 
ing to doubt. De Wette: “Have you not then become 
doubtful in your faith?” Wiesinger: “Ilave you not 
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forsaken the law of faith, which recognises only one true 
riches?” With the reading of B (omitting ov) the thought 
is the same; the interrogative (ov), however, serves for the 
heightening of the thought, the readers themselves being 
thereby charged to pronounce the judgment. The «ai of the 
Receptus stands as in Mark x. 26, Luke x. 29, 1 Cor. v. 2, 

with the question suddenly introduced. Or, since in the 
N. T. no other passage is found where xai is placed before 
a question forming the apodosis of a protasis beginning with 
édv (on 2 Cor. ii, 2, see Meyer), it is to be explained 
from the fact that one would make ver. 4 a part of the 
protasis ; see above. 

Ver. 5. With this verse the proof of the reprehensibleness 
of the conduct found fault with commences: James showing 
that the conduct toward the poor is in contradiction with 
the mercy of God directed to the poor, and that the conduct 
toward the rich is in contradiction with their conduct toward 

Christians. The impressive exhortation to attention precedes 
axovoate with the address ddeXgot pov ayarntot; see chap. 
i. 16,19. The proof itself (as in ver. 4) is expressed in a 
lively manner in the form of a question: Has not God chosen 

_ those who are the poor of the world (i.e. accounted as such) to be 
rich in faith, and heirs of the kingdom which He has promised 

to them that love Him?—The verb é&edAé~ato is to be 

retained in its usual acceptation, in that which it has in 
1 Cor. i, 27. Wiesinger, without sufficient reason, will 
understand it here as equivalent to “God has so highly 
honoured the poor;” and Lange incorrectly maintains that 
“the word here rather signifies calling with reference to 
ethical good behaviour to the divine revelation.” — The correct 
reading: Tovds mTwYo’s TH Koop, is to be explained in the 
same manner as the expressions doteios T® Ocw, Acts vil. 20, 

and dvvata T@® Oew, 2 Cor. x. 4 (see Meyer on these passages, 
and Winer, p. 190 [E. T. 265]; Al Buttmann, p. 156 
[K. T. 179]). The world esteems those as poor who possess 

no visible earthly riches. Wiesinger prefers to explain the 
dative as the dative of reference, thus “poor in respect of 
the world ;” yet the former explanation, which also Briickner 
and Lange adopt, in which 6 Oeos and 76 Koop form a 
sharp contrast, is more appropriate, and more in correspond- 
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ence with the meaning of the word xocyos with James. In 
the Receptus wrwyods tod Kdcpouv the genitive is to be 
understood as in the expression Ta pwpa Tod Koopov, etc., 
1 Cor. i. 27; see Meyer in. loco.— mrovsiovs év rioter] is 
not in apposition with rods mrwyxovs (Luther, Baumgarten, 
Semler, Hottinger, Gebser, Bouman, Lange, and others),’ but 
the completion of é&edé£aro, stating to what God has chosen 

the poor (Beza, Wolf, Morus, Knapp, Storr, Schneckenburger, 
Kern, Theile, de Wette, Wiesinger, and others); see 2 Cor. 

iii. 6.— By év wlote,, as in the expression mAovewos év 
éréer, Eph. ii. 4 (see 1 Cor. i. 5; 2 Cor. ix. 11; 1 Tim. vi. 18), 
the object is not stated wherein they are rich (Luther: “ who 
are rich in the faith”), but the sphere within which riches is 
imparted to them; similarly Wiesinger explains it: “rich in 
their position as believers.” James wished primarily to mark 
the contrast that the poor are appointed to be rich, namely, 
so far as they are believers; the context gives the more exact 
statement of their riches: riches in the possessions of the 
heavenly kingdom is meant; this the following clause 
indicates.—Calvin: non qui fidei magnitudine abundant, sed 
quos Deus variis Spiritus sui donis locupletavit, quae fide 
percipimus.”— The expression 7 Bacidela occurs also else- 

where, without the addition of vod Oeod or similar terms, 

as a designation of the kingdom of God, eg. Matt. xiii. 38. 
No stress rests on the article ris (=éxelvys), as the relative 
Hs referred to it. The relative clause serves not for a 
more definite statement of the idea Bacirela, as if by it this 
Bastheia was to be distinguished from another, but the 
statement é&erA. . . . KAnpovopovs T. Bacidrelas is confirmed, 
as a kingdom founded on the promise of God.— From the 
expressions KAnpovowos and éxnyyetAaro of the relative clause, 

it is evident that James considered here BactAcia as the future 

perfected kingdom of God, not “the joint participation in the 
viobecta of the Jews” (Lange). On as émnyyetAaro K.T.X. 
see the remark on i. 12. The addition of this clause shows 

1 If racveiovs is taken as in apposition, then here riches in faith forms the reason 
of the choice ; but by this the keenness of the thought contained in the oxymorum 
is entirely blunted: it is also arbitrary to separate the two ideas rAcuiovs and 
xAnpoveuous united by xai. 

2 Kern: ty riers indicates that it is faith itself which makes the Christian 

inwardly rich. 
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that with James faith and love to God are most closely 
connected. — James puts Tovs mr@yous, to whom of mAovovor 
are opposed, as the object of éfedéEaro. He accordingly (the 
article is not to be overlooked) divides men into these two 
classes, the poor and the rich, and designates, not the latter, 

but the former, as those whom God has chosen and appointed 
to be rich in faith,’ namely, to be heirs of the kingdom; not 
as if all the poor received the cAypovouia, but his meaning 
is that those whom God has chosen belong to this class, 
whereas those belonging to the class of the rich had not been 
chosen. James did not require to point out the truth of this 
statement; the Christians, to whom he wrote, were a living 
testimony of it, for they all belonged to that class; and 
although some among them were wAovctot, yet, on the one 
hand, what Christ says in Matt. xix. 23-26 holds good, and, 
on the other hand, 1 Cor. i. 26—28 is to be compared. — With 
this divine choice the conduct of his readers stood in direct 
contradiction when they treated a poor man—thus one who 
belonged to the class of those chosen by God—contemptuously, 
and that on account of his poverty. What directly follows 
expresses this contradiction. 

Ver. 6. dyeis dé] contrast to Oeds. — HTYwdcarte] contrast 
to é&edéEato. The aorist is used with reference to the case 

stated in vv. 2, 3, which is certainly of a general character 
(Wiesinger).” — Tov Toxo, not = pauperem zum, but, to be 
understood generally, the poor man as such. That we are 
here specially to think on the Christian poor, is an incorrect 
supposition. — With ody of wAovovor| James turns to the rich 
as the class opposed to the poor, in order to point out from 
another side than he had already done the reprehensibleness 
of the conduct denounced. Already from this opposition it is 
intimated that not the Christian rich, but the rich generally 

1 It is to be observed that i%aé%ero does not here refer only to racucious, as if 
xiecis were to be considered as the condition on which the xrwyoi were chosen 

to be rich, but to the combined expression rAsucious tv ricres, So that also ries 

is to be considered as an effect of the divine choice. The same view lies at the 
foundation of what Paul in 1 Cor. i. 30 (see Meyer in loco) and elsewhere often 

expresses. 
* According to Lange, the aorist is used to point to ‘‘the historical fact in 

which Judaizing Jewish Christians have already taken part with the Jews, 
namely, the dishonouring of the Gentile Christians.” 
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—not exactly only “the rich Gentiles or the Romans” 
(Hengstenberg)—are meant. This is also evident from what 
is said of them, and by which their conduct is designated as 
hostile to Christians ({uév) who belong to the poor.’ «ata- 
Suvacrever| only here and in Acts x. 38, frequently in the 
LXX. and Apocrypha (see particularly Wisd. of Sol. ii. 20), 
means “to use power against any to his hurt.” Related ideas 
are Kataxupievery and xateEovorafew, Matt. xx. 25. This 

exercise of power against the Christians might take place in 
various ways; what follows: Kal avdtol €Axovow dpas eis 
KpiTnpia, mentions one chief mode. — «ai avdro/] emphatically 
put first—even they (Theile).— €dxew] indicates the violence 
of the conduct (so in the classics). The courts of judgment 
(xpitnpia, as in 1 Cor. vi. 2, 4) may be both Gentile and 
Jewish; certainly not Christian. It is arbitrary, and not 

corresponding to the expression éAcew, to think here on a 
process quibus pauperes propter debita in judiciis vexabant 
(Hornejus; also de Wette and others).— Since James so 
strongly contrasts avroté and tuas, the former cannot possibly 

be regarded as a part of the latter. 
Ver. 7. The description of the conduct of the rich is stiil 

continued ; they not only do violence to Christians, but they 
even revile the holy name of Christ. Do they not (even) 
blaspheme that fair name which has been called upon you ? 
The pronoun avroé is put here as in ver. 6; incorrectly 
Theile = hi potissimum. — The expression 70 6vopa érixanetrat 
émi twa] is borrowed from the O. T., where it often occurs, 
and in the sense that one becomes the property of him whose 
name is called upon him; particularly it is said of Israel that 
the name of God was called upon them; see Deut. xxviii. 10 
(where instead of é7/ the dative is put); 2 Chron. vil. 14; 
Jer, xiv. 9, xv. 16; Amos ix. 12; see also Gen. xlviii. 16; 

Isa. iv. 1. Accordingly, by the name which is called upon 

Christians is not meant the Christian name (Hensler: nomen 

fratrum et sororum), also not the name mwtwxol, but the 

name of Him only to whom they as Christians belong—the 
name of Christ (de Wette, Wiesinger, Bouman, Lange, and 

1 If James had the Christian rich in view, he certainly would not have omitted 
to point to the contrast between their conduct to the poor and their Christian 

calling, 



CHAP. II. 8, 9. 109 

others); from which, however, it does not follow (as Wiesinger 

correctly observes) that James here alludes to the name 
Xpictvavoi.— By the addition of the attribute xadov the 
shamefulness of Bracdnyeiv is still more strongly marked. — 
In support of the hypothesis that the rich are Christians, 
many expositors (also Briickner and Wiesinger) here arbitrarily 
explain BAacdnpety of indirect blasphemy, «e. of such as takes 

place not by words, but by works; but PrAacdnpeiv is never 
thus used in the Holy Scriptures; not one of the passages 
which Wiesinger cites proves that tor which he adduces them ; 
Bracdnpeiv always denotes blasphemy by word.’ — This word 
also proves that the rich who are not Christians are here meant 
(thus also Lange, who, however, will understand particularly 
the Judaists); which is also evident, because James otherwise 
would rather have written To émuxdnGev ep’ avtovs instead of 
TO emir. ep tyas.— By the thought in this verse James 
indicates that Christians, by showing partiality to the rich, 
not only acted foolishly, but were guilty of a violation of the 
respect due to the name of Christ. 

Vv. 8, 9. With these verses James meets the attempt 
which his readers might perhaps make to justify their con- 
duct toward the rich with the law of love; whilst he, granting 
to them that the fulfilment of that law is something excellent, 
designates rpoowmoAnmtety directly as a transgression of the 
law. This explanation, which among ancient expositors, parti- 

cularly Calvin, Cornelius a Lapide, Laurentius, Hornejus, and 

among the moderns Hottinger, Theile, Wiesinger have recognised 
as the correct one, is justified both by the particle wévtos and by 
the phrase xad@s trovette. — pévtoe has in the N. T., where 
besides the Gospel of John it only elsewhere occurs in 2 Tim. 
il. 19 and Jude 8, always the meaning yet, nevertheless ; but 
this meaning is not here suitable, as ver. 8 contains no con- 
trast to what goes before.” It is therefore to be retained in 

1 Were it here asserted that the blaspheming of the name of God or of Christ 
was occasioned by the wicked works of Jews or Christians, this would be 

indicated not by the active verb, but by the passive with 3 ; see Rom. ii. 24; 
Tit. ii. 5; 2 Pet. ii. 2; Isa. lii, 5. Moreover, even then blasphemy (namely, of 
the Gentiles) could only be expressed by words. 

* Briickner finds the contrast in love being the reverse of partiality ; but 
#ivrat does not simply express the opposite, but the adversative meaning of the 
particle in the N. T. is of this nature, that it only occurs when the sharp con- 
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its original classical meaning, assuredly, certainly, and points 
out that James grants something to his readers, having, 
however, in view the contrast which he expresses in the 
following e¢ 5é «7... This is also indicated by the expression 
Kaas qToveite (See vér. 19), which is evidently too feeble 
for an earnest enforcement of the law of love. Wiesinger 
correctly observes that the hypothetical dilemma carries in 
itself unmistakably an ironical character.” James calls the 
law dayarijoes x.7.., Which is cited from Ley. xix. 18, vowov 
Bacitukor, because it is the most excellent of all laws, cete- 

rarum legum quasi regina (Knapp; so also Theile, Wiesinger, 
de Wette, Bouman, and others), inasmuch as all other laws 

are contained in it; see Rom. xiii. 8-10; Gal. v. 14 (1 Tim. 
i. 5; Matt. xxii 39). It is far-fetched to explain the 
attribute Baciduxov, because it was given by God the great 
King (Raphelius, Wetstein, Wolf, Baumgarten), or by Christ 
(Grotius), or because it applies to kings (Michaelis), or quia 
reges facit (Thomas; Lange combines all these explanations) ; 
also Calvin’s remark is to be rejected as too artificial: regia 
lex dicitur, ut via regia, plana scilicet, recta et aequabilis, qui 

sinuosis diverticulis vel ambagibus tacite opponitur. — vopos 
is here (see also ver. 9), as in Jer. xxxi. 33 (Heb. vii. 10, 
x. 16), used of a single commandment, instead of év7Tod) 
(which Lange wrongly denies). The expression tedeiy vopov 
is found only here and in Rom. ii. 27; it is a stronger 
expression than typeiv voyov (ver. 10).—x«xata tiv ypadiy] 
is not to be combined with Bacwdreov, nor is the mode of 
tenely thereby stated, but it is the simple formula of citation. 

Ver. 9 is in sharp contrast to ver. 8, calling the conduct 
of his readers, in opposition to their pretext, by its true name, 
and designating it directly as sin. The verb tpoow7oAnrtety 
is a complete dz. Aey.; James uses this word with reference 

to the exhortation in ver. 1. On dwapriav épyafec@ar, see 

trast to an ‘‘although” is to be filled up or expressed; it is arbitrary to explain 
it as equivalent to ‘‘on the contrary.” 

1 Some interpreters explain wévra here, contrary to linguistic usage, as 
equivalent to igitur. 

* When de Wette, against this explanation, says: ‘‘ How could those blamed 
appeal to this law for their partiality?” it is to be observed that they seek 
thereby to justify only their conduct to the rich, by which certainly they leave 
their conduct to the poor unjustified. 
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Matt. vii. 23; Acts x. 35; Heb. xi. 33. Theile: gravius fere 
est quam dpaptiav troveiv, duaptavev. For the sake of 
heightening this judgment, James adds the participial 
sentence éAeyyopuevot K.7T.d.: being convicted by the law as 

transgressors. If the mpocwroAn7rtovvTes appealed to a law, 
it is precisely the law by which they are convinced as 
transgressors, so that they are without excuse. By wo tod 
vouou is meant not a single commandment, neither the above- 
mentioned law of love, nor specially a commandment for- 
bidding respect of persons, as Deut. xvi. 19 (Lange), but 
the law generally; so also wapaParas is general: not as 
transgressors of one commandment, but of the law generally. 

Ver. 10. Confirmation of the last expressed thought: For 
whosoever kept the whole law, and yet sinned in one (com- 
mandment), he is guilty of all (commandments). The con- 
junctives typyjon, mTaicy, certified by authorities, are not to 
be considered as an error of the scribe (as Winer, 5th ed. 
p- 356, was inclined to assume); but the particle dy is here, 
as frequently in the N. T. contrary to classical usage in 
hypothetical sentences, omitted when és stands, because 
“the universality was already sufficiently indicated by the 

pronoun (Buttmann, p. 197 [E. T. 229])." dvépere is not, 
with Schulthess, to be supplied to ev évi, but vowe, with 
Theile, de Wette, Wiesinger, Lange, and others, “from the 

preceding collective idea voyos.” The following qdavrwv 
forbids us, with Schneckenburger and Kern, to understand 
évi as neuter. It is in entire conformity with the character 
of the thought as a general sentence to take éw quite 
generally, and not, with Theophylact, Oecumenius (TodTo zrepi 
ayamns elpnke), Schol. Matthaei, p. 188 (év él wraicay éort, 
TO pi) TeAElav Exe aydTny), and some recent critics (Semler : 
in hane unam et primam), to refer it to a definite command- 
ment, particularly to that of love.” By this general sentence 
James seeks to confirm the thought that respect of persons 

1 Winer, p. 275 [E. T. 386], explains the omission of @», because in the writer’s 
conception the case is altogether definite ; but then the future indicative would 
be put ; also the case here stated, namely, that one may transgress one command- 
ment and yet keep the whole law, is a case which cannot be imagined. 

* Still more arbitrarily, Grotius, Morus, Stolz, and Jaspar limit the general 
expressions ivi and xévrwy to such commandment, to the transgression of which 
the punishment of death is assigned. 
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includes in itself the transgression of the whole law, although 
it appears to be directed only against a single commandment. 
— The word wra/ev is found in the N. T. only in a figurative 
sense; the construction with éy is only in this place; in 
chap. ili. 2 the reference of év is different. By yéyovev 
mavTwy (sc, vouwv) évoyos, James declares the transgressor of 
one commandment to be guilty of the transgression of all, — 
évoxyos| is here, as in 1 Cor, xi. 27, used with the genitive 
of the thing against which one sins, in the guilt of which 
one is thus involved! The same thought is also found in 
the Rabbinical writings, eg. Cod. Talm. Schabbath, fol. 1xx. 2 ; 
Kt. Johanan: Quodsi faciat omnia, unum vero omittat, omnium 

est singulorum reus; see Wolf.’ 4 
~ Ver. 11. The*truth of the above thought is founded on the 
fact that al’ commandments proceed from one lawgiver. — 
0 yap EiTrov" un movyevons, elTev Kai" pi) povevons] Baumgarten 
finds the reason why James adduces these two commandments, 
py) poryevons and pu dovevons, in this, because “the trans- 
gression of these two was punished with death;” Wiesinger, 
on the other hand, because “ovyevery was never laid to the 
charge of the readers, whereas 7) govevons had the command 
of love as its essence ;” and Lange, because “to the Israelite 
the prohibition of adultery was likewise the prohibition of 
apostasy to heathenism, and the prohibition of murder was 
likewise that of uncharitableness towards our neighbour.” 
But the reason is rather because these two commandments 
are the first of those which refer to our duties to our 
neighbour (thus Briickner). That yu) povyevons precedes the 
other has its reason in ancient tradition; see on both points 
Mark x. 19; Luke xviii. 20; Rom. xiii. 9 (see Meyer in Joc.); 
Philo, de decal. xii. 24, 32. With the words that follow: 

ef O€ ov potyevers «.7.A., James draws the inference from the 
preceding. The negative ov after e¢ with the indicative is 

1 The punishment with évo0s is usually in the genitive, with Matt. xxvi. 66, 
Mark iii. 29, xiv. 46 ; yet also in the dative, Matt. v. 21. In classical language, 
the thing against which one sins is with fvoxes only in the dative, whilst the 
crime itself of which the man is guilty, as well as the punishment which he has 
to suffer, is added in the genitive. 

2 Kuster (Stud. u. Krit. 1862, 1) to this passage cites the corresponding 
expression of Livy (Hist. xxxiv. 3) referring to the lawgiver: unam tollendo 

legem ceterae infirmantur, 
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not surprising in the N. T. usage, the less so as here only a 
part of the conditional sentence is denied; see Winer, p. 423 ff. 
[E. T. 601]; Al. Buttmann, p. 296 ff. [E. T. 346 f"]. With 
the apodosis yéyovas wapaBatns vouov James refers to ver. 9; 
consequently not évoyos, as in ver. 10, but wapaParns is put. 
— The reason of the judgment here expressed is contained 
in 0 elr@v...eime kai. Since the law is the expression of 
the will of Him who gave it, the transgression of a single 
portion is disobedience to the one will, and consequently a 
transgression of the whole law. Bengel: unus est, qui totam 
legem tulit; cujus voluntatem qui una in re violant, totam 
violant. James might indeed have confirmed the idea by the 
internal connection of all commands, and by pointing out that 
the transgression of one commandment reveals a want which 
makes the fulfilment of the other commandments impossible ;? 
but as he does not do so, these considerations are not to be 

arbitrarily introduced into his words. 
Ver. 12. To what has hitherto been said the general 

exhortation is annexed: So speak ye, and so do, as they that 
shall be judged by the law of liberty. A new section does not 
here begin, as Wetstein, Semler, and others assume; but with 

this and the following verse the course of thought commenced 
at ver. 1 is concluded; not until ver. 14 does the thought 
take a new turn. The connection with what has gone before 

1 According to Buttmann, the negative od here, even according to classic 
usage, is the more necessary, ‘‘ when to the negative predicate another, still in 
the protasis, is immediately so appended with an adversative particle that the 
entire emphasis falls upon this second part” [E. T. 346]. It is indeed said in 
Thuc. i. 32: <i wn wera xaxias, d0kns 08 WAAAY auapriz... ivavTia TorAmMESY; 

but here the relation is different, as the contrast deZns x.7.a. could be left out 

without injury to the thought, which is evidently not the case with James. 
2 Augustine, in his Epistle to Jerome on this passage (Opera Hieronym., 

Francf. iv. p. 154 ff.), says: Unde fiet omnium reus, si in uno offendat, qui 

totam legem servaverit? An forte quia plenitudo legis charitas est, qua Deus 
proximusque diligitur, in quibus praeceptis charitatis tota lex pendet et 
prophetae, merito fit reus omnium, qui contra illam fecit, in qua pendent 
omnia? Nemo autem peccat, nisi adversus illam faciendo,—Ticinus thus well 
expresses the unity of the law: lex tota est quasi una vestis, quae tota violatur, 
si vel unam ex ea partem demus ; quasi harmonia, quae tota corrumpitur, si vel 
unica vox dissonet; and Gataker: quasi catena aurea, quae tota rupta est, 
si unicum nexum abrumpas. What Gunkel says is indeed correct; ‘‘ The 
solidarity consists in this, that God has given with the equal obligation the one 
as well as the other commandment ;” but the point of equal obligation is not 
here brought forward by James. 

MeryYER.—JamMeEs. H 
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is to be thus explained, that ver. 13 evidently points to the 
respect of persons with regard to the poor, and refers to chap. 
i. 27. ovtTws] “is not to be referred to what precedes, but 
to the following os, thus: so as is necessary for those who,” 

etc.; thus in former editions. But by this explanation the 
thought is too abruptly introduced; therefore it would be 
more correct to refer otras to what precedes (ov7ws, ie. 
according to the rule stated in ver. 10 f., Briickner), and to 
take os not as an explication, but as “a confirmation” (Lange). 
— James takes up not only the doing (ovetre), but also the 
speaking (Aa@Ae?re), to which not only the conduct of his 
readers, specified in ver. 2 ff, but their sinful volubility of 

tongue generally led; see i. 19, iii, 1-12. The repetition of 
ovTw serves for the heightening of the thought; éa here is 
the same as in Rom. 1. 12; see also John xii. 48, v. 45; 

correctly Wiesinger: “the law is a means because a measure;” 
incorrectly Kern: vi ac jure leges, The vopos édevGepias is 
also here not the gospel, as the publication of the grace of 
God, or the Christian religion (Semler, Pott, Gebser), also 
not specially the vouos Bacvxds mentioned in ver. 7 as a 

single command, but it is the same as is mentioned in chap. 
i. 25.) The demand which James here expresses is that 
Christians as such, who shall be judged by the voyos 
érevepias, must regulate by it the whole course of their 
lives. From what has directly gone before, one might infer 
that James wishes particularly to warn against the pretext 
combated in ver. 10, but ver. 13 shows that he has rather in 

view the want of compassionate love, forming the heart and 
pulse of the vouos éAevOepias, which was renounced by his 
readers in their dtydfew Tov wrwyov (ver. 6). 

Ver. 13 refers back to chap. i. 27, and concludes the 
section, appending to dua vowov €d. KpiverOar a closer defini- 
tion: for the judgment is wnmerciful against those who exercise 
no mercy; mercy rejoices against judgment.— That which in 
the judgment passes sentence on Christians, who shall be. 
judged Sua vouov €édevOepias, is thus mercy. Against the 

1 Kern: ‘‘James, by the expression 32 ». ia., reminds them that the vous 
for Christians is indeed according to form a new one, being converted into a 
willing impulse, but that it does not on this account cease, according to its 
nature. to be the rule of moral action, and thus also of judgment.” 
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unmerciful the judgment will be unmerciful. On the form 
avéXeos, see critical notes; in Rom. i. 31 it is aveXenuor; 
thus also in LXX. Prov. v. 9, xi. 17. Luther incorrectly 
translates it: “it will pass an unmerciful judgment ;” davédeos 

is not an attribute, but a predicate. — Many expositors 

incorrectly explain éAeos = aydrn; the former is a species of 
the latter, although James puts the chief stress upon it; see 
chap. i. 27. — The concluding sentence is subjoined acuvdétas; 
see chap. ili. 2, iv. 12. “ Asyndeton dicti pondus auget.” In 
the verb xataxavydra: (only here and in chap. iii. 14 and 
Rom. xi. 18), cata, on which the genitive xpicews depends, 
expresses the opposite tendency. Kpiow according to its 
nature threatens to condemn the sinner (thus the believing 
Christian does not cease to be a sinner), but mercy has the 
joyful confidence (cavyarac) that it will overcome the 
threatening power of judgment..— By a conversion of the 
abstract idea €Xeos into the concrete, “the merciful man,” the 

peculiar impress is taken from the expression, and a lax 
interpretation is introduced. On the sentiment, see Matt. 
v. 7; Prov. xvii. 5; Tob. iv. 7-11. Several expositors 
(Calvin, Cappellus, Wolf, Laurentius, Baumgarten, Bengel) 
incorrectly supply the genitive @eod to édeos, by which a 
thought is introduced entirely foreign to the context. 

Ver. 14. After James, proceeding from the exhortation to 
receive the word (Tov... oyov Tov Suvaduevoy caoar TAS 
auyds) in meekness, had enforced the necessity not only to be 
hearers but also doers of the same, and with reference to the 

respect of persons practised by the readers had designated 
the exercise of compassionate love as true @pnoxeia, he now, 
in close connection with the preceding, opposes the opinion 
that miozts which has no works (ywplis épywv) can save 
(cdcar). The section from ver. 14 to ver. 26 treats of this; 
for the correct understanding of which it is to be held fast 
that James considers miotis as the necessary ground of 
saTnpia, Which is evident from chap. i. 18—21, but of course 

1 The explanation of Wiesinger, that James intends to say ‘‘that mercy has 
nothing to fear, rather that she confounds the terrors of the judgment by her 
confidence with which she is assured of grace beforehand, and glories in it,” is 
not entirely suitable, inasmuch as an objective idea (zpisis) is thus converted 
into a subjective (the terrors of the judgment). 
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that wiotts which is not without works. In combating the 
above delusion, James adopts his characteristic mode of first 
stating in clear and well-defined language the fundamental 
thought on which all the rest depends, and he does so by the 
introduction of brief interrogative sentences which reject that 
false opinion. He commences with the words ti ro dpedos ; 
see ver. 16 and 1 Cor. xv. 32. The article is not superfluous: 
What is the use which arises from it, if, etc.; without the 
article (according to B and C) it means: What kind of use 
is it= what use is it? thus frequently with the classics. 
With regard to the construction with éav, see Matt. xvi. 26 ; 
1 Cor. xiii. 3. The following words: éav miotiv éyn TIS 
éyew, show that James had in view one who trusts for 

cwtnpia, because he has faith, although works are wanting to 
him. Many expositors place the emphasis on Aéyy, as if it 
was thereby indicated that this assertion was a mere pretezt, 
the person introduced as speaking not in reality possessing 
faith. Gataker: emphasis hic est in voce dicendi; intelligit 
istos fidem quidem jactare, non tamen habere; similarly 
Vorstius, Piscator, Wolf, Baumgarten, Pott, Gebser, Hottinger, 

Kern, Wiesinger, Stier, Lange, Philippi (Glaubensl. I. p. 298 ff.); 
also de Wette translates Aéyn by “pretends.” This is in- 
correct, for the sequel does not give the lie to this Aéyewv, but, 
on the contrary, it is granted that the man may have faith 
without having works. Besides, it is self-evident that James 
did not require to say that a faith, which one has not, cannot 
save him. That it is not simply said éay miotw tis éxn, is 
explained from James’ lively mode of representation, by which 
he introduces his opponent as appealing to his tiots.’ It is 
also incorrect to emphasize the want of the article before 
miotw (Schneckenburger: recte articulo caret = to have faith, 
quum revera non habeat Tv mioruy, ver. 1; ita omissio articuli 
jam quodammodo scriptoris judicium est). The article is 
here wanting, as is often the case in the N. T. where the 
word expresses something definite in itself (thus Briickner), 
particularly when it is to be brought forward according to its 
quality. Also w/otw must not be precisely explained as = 

i Xéyn is the more appropriate, as a faith without works, as James indicates in 

ver. 18, is something which cannot be proved, of which he who possesses it 
can only give information by Aiysi. 
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nuda notitia, nor hardly = nuda professio; for those whom 
James combats could not possibly think that they by their 
faith possessed only the so-called theoretical faith, but rather 
they considered it the whole and complete faith. Also this 
faith was not defective in point of confidence, which Lange 
should not have denied, for they thought to be saved thereby; 
although this was not true confidence, but an empty reliance 
on Christ ;' they indeed believed, but they did not receive 
Christ in themselves as a principle of a new life; the object 
of their faith remained to them purely external, and thus they 
wanted those works which spring from living faith.* — épya 
dé un Exyn] Epya is here indeed entirely general, but accord- 
ing to the context those works are meant which are proofs of 
living faith, by which the voyuos éXevOepias is fulfilled on the 
eround of mioris.— After éyn a simple comma (Gebser) is 
not to be put, but a note of interrogation ; the verse contains 
two questions, the second interrogative sentence pa dvvatac 
k.7.. confirming the judgment contained in the first, that it 
profits nothing to have faith without works. Some expositors 
incorrectly put a special emphasis on the article before wiotes 
(Bede: fides z/a, quam vos habere dicitis; or, that faith which 

has no works; so also Lange). ‘The article here has not vim 
pronominis demonstrativi, but is used because there is a. 
resumption of the previous idea (aiotis); see chap. i. 3 andi 
iv. 15. It is also incorrect to supply out of what goes. 
before the more precise definition of faith: quae non habetur: 
revera sed dicitur tantummodo et jactatur (Theile), or to 
supply wovn (Pott), or to understand by iors here bare 
notitia. Recourse has been had to these explanations, because: 
it was thought that James otherwise denied to faith its saving 
power, which is not to be assumed. But the force of adrov 
has been overlooked. If this pronoun be taken into con- 

1 It was otherwise with them than with those Christians who indced con- 
sidered the teaching of the gospel as true, and did not doubt to be saved, but 
who rested their hopes not on Christ as the object of faith, but on their sup- 
posed righteousness, i.e. on their good works ; for James entirely denies good 
works to them, and never indicates that they appealed to their supposed good 
conduct. 

* For the view here rejected an appeal is incorrectly made to ver. 19, as those 

thought to have in their faith the guarantee of their cwrnpiz, whilst their faith 
only produced ¢giccs to the demons. 
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sideration, it is evident that James does not affirm generally 
that faith cannot save, but that it cannot save him whose 

faith, on which he trusts, is destitute of works; for adrov 
refers back to the subject vs, that is, to the person whom 

James has introduced as speaking —o@cav] as in i. 21, is 
used here of the attainment of futwre salvation; the expres- 
sion is explained from the fact that eternal condemnation 
belongs to sinful man as such, and thus requires a deliver- 
ance in order to be saved. The idea cwrnpia generally 
signifies in the N. T. the futwre salvation; see besides other 
passages, particularly 1 Thess. v. 8, where cwrnpia is desig- 
nated as the object of éAmiés. Certainly the present state 
of salvation of Christians may also be called cwrnp/a, but it 

is evident from the connection with what precedes that 
James has not that in view, but the complete salvation 
(against Lange). 

Vv. 15, 16. James illustrates the idea that faith is depen- 
dent for its proof on works, otherwise if these are wanting it 
is dead and profits nothing, by an example of compassion, 
which also, if without the corresponding works, is dead and 
can profit nothing. The representation of this similitude has 
the same form as the description of the case mentioned in 
vv. 2 and 3: first, the statement of the circumstances, and 

then of the conduct. The particle 5¢€ (Lachmann, Tischendorf) 
is not merely transitional (metabasis, Wiesinger), but is to be 
explained from the fact that in this verse the argument 
against the opponent brought forward commences (Schnecken- 
burger, de Wette).— Those requiring help are by the name 
adergos 7) aderpy characterized as members of the Christian 
community, in order to bring out more strongly the obligation 
to active assistance. — By the words yupvol ... tpodis their 
destitute condition is described. There is no need to in- 
terpret yupuves by male vestitus (Laurentius, Wolf, Baumgarten, 
Gebser, Hottinger, Schneckenburger, de Wette, Theile, 

Wiesinger) ; it is rather nudus, naked, but is certainly also so 
used when there is no absolute nakedness, but when the 

clothing can hardly be considered as clothing. On Aevzropevor, 
see chap. i. 4, 5. — éfjuepos] in the N. T. daz. dey., is neither 
=diurnus (Morus: quod in unum diem sufficit) nor= 
hodiernus (Hottinger); but % épyjepos tpody is =) Kal? 
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npepav avaryxaia tpopdy (Pott, Gebser, Schneckenburger, 

Wiesinget). 
Ver. 16 describes the conduct towards those requiring help.— 

tis €& dav] is to be taken generally, and is not, with Grotius, 
to be limited to those qui fidem creditis sufficere ad salutem. 
— The address: imayere év elpyvy] expresses a friendly wish 
at departure; similar to mopevecOe év eipyvyn, Acts xvi. 36; 
Judg. xviii. 6. tmdyeu eis eipnvnv (Mark v. 34; Luke vii. 50, 
and other places) is somewhat different, where edpyvn and 
bmayew are not yet conceived as united. — With Oeppaiverbe 
with reference to yuyvol, warming by clothing is specially to 
be thought of (see Job xxxi. 30; Hag. i. 6); but it is 
inaccurate to explain the verb itself as equivalent to vestzri 
(Laurentius, Baumgarten, Pott, Bengel, Gebser, Hottinger, 
Theile). — @eppatvecOe and yoprafeocGe are not imperatives of 
the passive, and to be taken in an optative sense (Hottinger: 
utinam aliquis beneficens vobis vestimenta largiatur ; similarly 
Grotius, Morus, Theile), but imperatives of the middle: Warm 
yourselves, satisfy yourselves; only thus does the contrast appear 
pointed and definite; that they are not properly to be con- 
sidered as commanding, but as exhorting, is of itself evident. 
The plural yu) da7e dé is explained from é& tuav; ta éridy- 
Seva (ar. Ney.) = TA dvaryxaia (Gloss. : Ta mpds TpopHy appodra ; 
Suidas: agoppyal eis tov Biov; see Herod. ii. 174; Thuc. ii. 23 ; 
Cicero, Of i. 8 : necessaria vitae praesidia); the things necessary 
for the support of the body, namely, clothing and food. The 
question 7? To ddedos ; brings forward that such a sympathy 
which is ywpis épywr profits nothing, has no efficacy ; to this 
neither egentibus (Hottinger) nor dicentibus (Gomar, Baum- 
garten, Semler) is to be supplied. 

Ver. 17. Application of the similitude. The verse forms 

one sentence, of which 1) aiotis is the subject and vexpa éotiv 
is the predicate; neither after mio7tis (Pott) nor after épya 
(Michaelis) is a colon to be put. After éyy the idea con- 
tinwally (Baumgarten) is not to be supplied. iors has here 
the same meaning as in ver. 14. From the fact that James 
calls faith dead if it has not works, it is evident that by these 
works is not meant something which must be added to faith, 
but something which grows out of faith; the épya here treated 
of are works of faith, in which are the germs of faith. vexpa 
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is here not to be explained by operibus destituta, but = inanima, 
equivalent to a dead body ;* correctly, de Wette: “dead, that 
is, without the power of life; thus not primarily to be referred 
to its effects, but to be understood as its internal nature ;” 

however, James thus designates a faith without works to prove 
that it od dvvatat cdcac and ovdev wpedettar.— The more 
precise statement xa@’ éavtjv has been variously understood. 
Grotius considers it as simply pleonastic; some critics sepa- 
rate it from vexpad and take cata = against (Moller = xa?’ 
éauTns, 2c. sibimet ipsi repugnat; Augusti: contra semet 
ipsam); others unite it with miotis (Knapp = fides sola; 

Baumgarten: “in so far as faith is alone”). _ But xa@ éaurijs 
belongs evidently, as its position shows, to vexpa (de Wette, 
Schneckenburger, Wiesinger, Lange). It is thus emphatically 
stated that a faith without works is not only dead in reference 
to something else, but dead in reference to itself. It serves 
for the intensification, of the idea vexpd, yet not so that by it 
the existence of a mio7is without works was denied (against 
Schneckenburger). 

Ver. 18. The words add’ épet tis, with which this verse 
begins, apparently introduces an objection, as in 1 Cor. xv. 
35; by which under tus a certain one is to be considered as 
an opponent of the thought above expressed, who with ov 
addresses James, and by xay# denotes himself. But against 
this explanation the sentiment itself is opposed; for as James 
reproaches those, against whom he argues, that they have 
indeed faith but not works, he could not possibly put into the 
mouth of his opponent, that the same had works, but he 
(James) had faith. The opinion of Pott, that od... Kayo = 
Gros Kal aAXos, cannot be justified (so also Bouman: hic... 
ille). By that explanation it would require to be said: od 
Epya eyes, Kayo riot éxyw, namely, in the sense: If thou 
place all stress on works, J am not the less entitled to place 

all stress on faith. Kern attempts to remove the difficulty by 
taking the first sentence: ov wictw Eyes, as a hypothetical 

1 The comparison of faith without works to a dead body is found among the 
old interpreters in such a manner that it formed a controversy between Catholic 
and Protestant interpreters ; whilst Lorinus says: mortuum corpus verwm corpus 
est, ut sine operibus et charitate fides, Laurentius remarks: sicut homo mortuus 
non est verus homo, ita nec fides mortua vera fides, 
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protasis, and the second, on the other hand, cay epya éya, 
as the apodosis, and explains it: “If thou hast faith, so have I 
also works, because, as thou sayest, faith and works cannot be 

separated.” But to this explanation is opposed not only the 
fact that James has not in what has gone before properly 
expressed the inseparableness of faith and works, but has 
only presupposed it; but also that the opponent should 
appeal to works, whilst James considers him as a_ person 
who has no works." With these difficulties it is not to be 
wondered at that almost all: expositors have decided for the 
view that add épet tis is not here to be taken as the form of 
an objection, and that by tvs not an opponent of James is 
meant, but a “vir sapiens et intelligens,’ to whom James assigns 
the part of carrying on the argument in his stead against his 
opponent. Wiesinger: “aX épe? tus cannot here be possibly 
taken, as in 1 Cor. xv. 35, Rom. ix. 19, as an objection, for, 

as ov miotw exes already shows, the person introduced as 
speaking is on the side of James, and like him combats faith 
without works.” Accordingly, with cv the same opponent is 
addressed whom James had hitherto in view, and with kayo 
the person called tus designates himself as agreeing with 
James. But against this explanation there are many objec- 
tions. 1. It cannot be denied that the words aA épet tus 
have most decidedly the character of an objection. 2. If 
they are not so understood, then ad’ is not only an interrup- 
tion, but inexplicable; Hottinger, indeed, maintains: a\dAa 

hic non adversativum esse per se patet; but who will agree 
with him in this? De Wette assumes that by aAda here is 
expressed not primarily the contrast with what immediately 

precedes, but with the error already combated. Wiesinger 
has, however, correctly rejected this opinion, which is the less 
to be justified “as the error has not yet been per se expressed.” 
adda rnust at all events be referred to what directly precedes. 
According to Schneckenburger, it refers ad negationem, quam 

notitio vexpos involvit, quasi dictum foret: ista fides non est 

1 The explanation of Knapp, that the first words are interrogative : tune quia 
ipse fide cares, propterea eam contemnis ? and to which the answer is then given: 
immo vero plus habeo, quam quantum tu et habes et postulas, fidem videlicet 
cum factis conjunctam, is correctly relinquished by himself, as it is too artificial 
to be considered as correct. 
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fides, sed dicat aliquis; but that mioris, if it has not works, 

is not mioris at all, is so little the opinion of James that he 
ascribes a muotevew to the devils (ver. 19); vexpa is here 
arbitrarily explained as = nulla, and not less arbitrarily is it 
observed on tictw éyeus: “interlocutor ad hominis errorem 
descendens fidem, quam profitetur, eum habere swt,’ since 

James does not the least indicate that the words od mioTw 
éxeus are to be understood in the sense: “I will even assume 
that thou hast faith.” The opinion of several critics, that 
adda is here (~ quin etiam) “a correction of the preceding 
judgment, heightening it” (Wiesinger), and indicates “ that the 
opinion that a faith without works is dead is here surpassed ” 
(Gunkel), is of no avail, as the opinion contained in this verse 

on faith without works is evidently not, as Briickner falsely 
thinks, stronger than that which is expressed in ver. 17 with 
vexpa eat.’ Accordingly, all attempts at the explanation of 
ara do not attain their object.2 3. With this explanation 
it is entirely uncertain how far the speech of vvs extends, and 
where James again resumes; and accordingly the greatest 
uncertainty here occurs among expositors. 4. Lastly, it 
cannot be perceived why James should express his own 
opinion in the person of another who is designated by the 
entirely indefinite term vis. Wiesinger and most expositors 
do not touch on this point at all. Baumgarten thinks that 
James speaks here in the words of a stranger, in order the 
better and the more freely to convey the notion of erroneous- 
ness in severer terms. But this is a pure fiction; that James 
did not shun from expressing himself freely and strongly the 
whole Epistle is a proof.’ These objections are too important 

1 Wiesinger observes: The person introduced as speaking not only confirms 
what was said before, but goes beyond it ; not only that such a faith is dead, 
but that it cannot even prove its existence without works: it is nothing. But 
with these last words Wiesinger inserts a thought into the words which they by 
no means contain, the same thought which, according to Schneckenburger, is 
contained in vexpa tors. 

* The pointing 2a’, éps7 1s, cd x. 7.2. (Schulthess, Gebser, Rauch) does in no 
way remove the difficulty, and has also this against it, that the closely-united 
formula 422” ip? vis is thus disunited. 

3 Lange thinks to remove the difliculty by ascribing to the words ‘‘a grand 
prophetical character,” whilst by vs is meant ‘‘the Gentile-Christian world,” 
which has proved ‘‘ by its works of faith that it has had the true faith, whereas 
Ebionism, with its want of consistency in Christian works of love, has proved that 

ee. 
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to permit us in spite of them to rest on the above explana- 
tion. But, on the other hand, the difficulties which arise if 

GXN épet tis is taken as a form of objection appear to be 
invincible. They are only so, however, when it is assumed 

that the person introduced with ov as speaking means James, 
and with «ayo himself. But this assumption is by no means 
necessary. Since James introduces tus as speaking, so both 
words gv and cay can be understood as well from the stand- 
point of James as from that of the speaker; that is to say, 
that with ov the opponent with whom James argues, and 
against whom he asserts that méorus without works is dead, is 
meant, and with éyo James himself. The meaning, then, is 

as follows: But some might say in answer to what I have 
just stated, defending thee,’ thow (who hast not the works) 
hast faith, and Z, on the other hand (who affirm that faith 
without works is dead), have works;? my one-sided insisting 
on works is no more right than thy one-sided insisting on 
faith, By this explanation, which has nothing linguistically 
against it, not only is the nature of adAX épe? tis preserved, 
but it expresses a thought entirely suited to the context, 

whilst the following words give the answer by which this 
objection is decidedly repelled. This answer is in form not 
directed to the person introduced as speaking, but to the 
opponent with whom only James has properly to do, and 
whom he in his lively style can now the more directly 
address, as the objection made was the expression of his soul. 
The meaning of this answer is as follows: Hast thou actually, 
as that person says, faith, and if this is to be of use it must 

its orthodoxy was not a living faith.” But, apart from the arbitrariness of this 
interpretation, 24a is by it referred not to the preceding declaration, but falsely 
to the erroneous opinion of vs (ver. 14). 

1 The view of Stier, that by the speaker a Pharisaical Jew is to be understood, 
who takes occasion from the inoperative faith of Christians to mock the Christian 
faith in general, has been rightly rejected by Wiesinger. If James had meant 
by os a Jew, he would have called him such. 

* This is a form of expression which frequently occurs. Thus, if one speaks 
with Charles, and says to him: Henry says thow hast found the book which I 
have lost. Briickner, indeed, thinks that this example is not appropriate, but 
he does not give his reasons for saying so. Lange calls the explanation here 
given artificial, but he does not say in what its artificial character consists. 
The objections which Lange brings against it are founded on his haying read 
erroneously defending himse/f instead of defending thee. 
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manifest itself, but this without works is impossible; thou 
canst not even show thy faith without works; as for myself, 
who have works, these are a proof that faith is not wanting, 

for without faith I could do no works. On ée?€ov, Schnecken- 

burger correctly remarks: vide ne verbo tribuas significationem 
exhibendi et manifestandi (per vitam), sed retine primam et 
simplicem comprobari quasi ante judicem.— tv wictw cov 
is said because the opponent ascribed faith to himself (ver. 
14); thus “the faith which thou sayest thou hast” (Wiesinger). 
— With the reading of the Rec. éx 7. Epywy (instead of yewpis 
Tav épyov) the words are to be taken as ironical (so also 
Lange), as the supposition is that works are wanting to him. 
— With these words not faith generally, but living faith 
which saves is denied to the opponent; if the same is not 
proved by works, it is dead. — In what James says of himself, 
épya are the works which proceed from faith, as these could 
not otherwise authenticate it. It is to be observed that in 
the first clause r)v wiotw, and in the second €« Tay épywr, 

stand first, because these ideas are the points on which the 
whole turns. 

Ver. 19. James shows, in the faith of demons, with whom 

it produces trembling, how little faith without works effects 
salvation. With od miorevecs, which is not, with Lachmann ” 

and Tischendorf, to be taken as a question, it is granted to the 
opponent that he possesses faith. From the fact that what is 
specifically Christian is not named as the object of faith, it is 
not to be inferred, with Calvin, that in this entire section not 

the Christian faith (de fide) is spoken of, but only de vulgari 
Dei notitia. Expositors correctly assume that this one article 
of faith is only adduced as an example. The selection of 
precisely this article on the unity of God is not to be explained 
because “ the Jewish Christians were particularly proud of it, 
so that it kept them back from fully surrendering themselves 
to the Christian faith” (Lange), but because it distinguished 
revealed religion from all heathenism. However much the 
position of the individual words vary (see critical notes), yet 
the unity of God appears in all as the chief idea; comp. 
particularly, Deut. vi. 4; Neh. ix. 6; Isa. xliv. 6, xlv. 6; Matt. 
xxiii, 9; Mark xii. 29, 32; Rom. iii. 30; 1 Cor. vii. 4,6; 

and, in this Epistle, chap. iv. 12. In Hermas, I. 2, mand. 1, 
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it is said: wpotov wavrey Tictevaor, OTL eis Eat 0 Oeds. — 

De Wette, with whom Philippi coincides, thinks that by the 
construction with or: the faith which the opponent has is 
characterized as merely theoretical; but it is, on the other hand, 

to be observed, that a construction with e/s or év here, where 

the unity of God is to be adduced, could hardly have been 
used (so also Briickner).— James grants, by the words cara@s 
movets, that this faith is something in itself entirely good (see 
ver. 8). Several expositors, as Calvin, Semler, Hottinger, 

Schneckenburger, Theile, Wiesinger, Bouman, find in the 

expression a trace of irony, which others, as Laurentius, Baum- 

garten, Grotius, Pott, Gebser, de Wette, deny. Though not in 

the statement by itself, yet in the whole expression there is 
something ironical (Lange, Briickner), which, in the combina- 
tion of muatevovcw Kat ppiccovow (as Wieseler remarks), 
rises to sarcasm. ‘This sarcasm is, moreover, to be recognised 
in demons being placed in opposition to the opponent. — «ad 
before ta Satuova is not to be explained by aAXa Kai (Pott), 
or atgui (Theile) ; by the insertion of a contrary reference the 
peculiar severity of the expression is only weakened. That 
James, in his reference to the wnity of God, mentions the 
demons, is in accordance with the view that the heathen 

divinities are demons; comp. LXX. Deut. xxxii. 17; Ps. 
xev. 5, ev. 37; 1 Cor. x. 20; and Meyer in loco: As these 

are the occasion of polytheism, so they are hostilely opposed to 
the one God; but, in their usurped lordship over the heathen 
world, they tremble before the one God, who will again rescue 
the world and judge them. It is wholly arbitrary to take ta 
daipovia = daemoniaci (Wetstein), or to think on the demons 

in the possessed (Semler, Gebser, Schneckenburger). Pott 
incorrectly ,paraphrases the xaé between dictevovow and 
dpiccover by kai Guws; the simple copulative meaning of the 
word need not here be altered. ¢piccew, an dr. Xey., is 
used particularly of the hair standing on end (Job iv. 15), 
and is therefore a stronger expression than dedoccévar and 
Tpemew. 

Ver. 20 introduces the following proof from Scripture, that 
faith without works is dead, and accordingly cannot have 
duxarovc Gas as its consequence. The question Oéreus 88 yvavac 
expresses the confident assurance of victory over the opponent ; 



126 THE EPISTLE OF JAMES. 

the address ® av@pwrre xevé, deep indignation at him. Kevds 

does not here indicate intellectual defect (Baumgarten = stupid, 
incapable of thinking; Pott = short-sighted), but the want of 
true intrinsic worth, in opposition to the imaginary wealth 
which the opponent fancies he possesses in his dead faith xt 
The word is only here used in the N. T. of persons. The @, »,: 
placed first, which is frequently used in reproof,—see Matt. xvii.” 
17; Luke xxiv. 25; Rom. ix. 20 (Winer, p. 165 [E. T. 228]), 
—intensifies the censure. The thought is essentially the same 
whether vexpa or apy) is read. — dpyds] equivalent to idle, 
vain, that which profits and effects nothing,’ is also used of a 
capital sum which lies idle, and therefore bears no interest, 
thus is a dead capital. Not because dpyy “deserves the 
preference with a view to the sense” (Wiesinger), but only 
because it is difficult to consider it as a gloss, is it to be con- 
sidered—against the authorities which testify for vexpa (see 
critical note)—as the original reading. — As ywpis tov Epyav 
stands here instead of éav yn Epya éyn (ver. 17), the article 1 
is not to be supplied before ywpis (against Beza, Baumgarten, 
and others). 

Ver. 21. The testimony to which James first appeals is 
what happened to Abraham. The reference to Abraham is 
completely explained from his historical importance, and which 
is also indicated by 6 watip iuadv. — juav] because both 
James and his readers belonged to the nation of Israel sprung 
from Abraham. By the question with ov the thought is 
characterized as such to which all—thus all the opponents— 
must assent: Was not Abraham our father justified by works ? 
The participial sentence which follows declares what works 
procured for him justification: when he offered Isaac his son 
upon the altar ?— The reference to the doctrine of the Apostle 
Paul, and especially to his declaration in Rom. iv. 1 ff, has 
misled expositors into many arbitrary explanations of this verse, 
and particularly of the word édccav@6y. In order to have . 
a sure foundation for interpretation, two things are to be 
examined,—(1) the context, and (2) the linguistic usage. 

1 It is inaccurate to take dpyés as equivalent to dxaparos (Frank ; unproductive) ; 
as this indicates the condition, that, on the contrary, the conduct of the subject. 
They are united together not as identical, but only as related ideas, in 2 Pet. 

i, 8. 
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(1) As regards the context, the question treated in this whole 
section is, How the Christian is saved;* comp. the question 
in ver. 14: py Stvatar 9 TictTIs cHoat adTov; and the con- 

nection of that section with the preceding, where the discourse 
is about the divine judgment (ver. 12: xpiweoOar; ver. 13: 
% Kptows) As James appeals to Abraham for his assertion 
that faith without works cannot save, it is evident that by 
édvxatoOn he cannot mean something which happened to 
Abraham from himself, but only something which happened 
to him from God; so that the meaning cannot be, “ Abraham 
justified himself by his works,” but only that “God justified 
him on the ground of his works.”” (2) As regards the lin- 
guistic usage, ducatovv corresponds to the Hebrew P'1$7, which, 

as a judicial term, has the meaning: to declare one P'S by an 
acquittal from guilt, and is opposed to YT (LXX.: Karta- 
ywwooKe, KaTadixatev) = to declare one YY by a sentence of 
condemnation; comp. Ex. xxiii. 7; Deut. xxv. 1; 1 Kings 
vit os. 2 Ohron’ vi. 25> Prov. xvii “15; Isa.-v. 23; b"8; 

ji. 11; in the Apocrypha, comp. Ecclus. x. 29, xii. 22, xxii. 11, 

xxxiv. 5, xlii, 2. éscavodv has also the same meaning in the 
N. T., where, especially (besides the passages treating of the 
Pauline doctrine of justification), Matt. xii. 37, Rom. ii. 13, 
Luke xvii. 14 are to be compared. This judicial meaning 
of the word is here to be retained. It is true, as dseasovy 

(similarly the English word “to justify”) occurs not only in 
the judicial sense, but, also more generally, as also P"1¥7, in the 

sense “set forth as righteous”® (comp. Matt. xi. 19; Luke vii. 29; 

1 Philippi erroneously maintains that the question here treated, is to prove 
that faith has to manifest itself by works if it is to be regarded as true faith. 
But James designates the faith of his opponents as vexpé, not merely because it 
has no works, but because it cannot effect the cwrzpiz which they expected 
from it. 

* Correctly, Wiesinger: ‘‘In id:xaiaén the passive sense is decidedly to be 
retained, and, indeed, a Deo...; not of the human judgment is the discourse 
here and in ver. 23, but of the divine ; as it treats of the proposition in ver. 14, 
that only an active faith can save.” This is the more to be maintained, as the 
thought, that faith has to justify itself before men as living, is so void of 
importance that James could not lay such stress upon it. 

$ This is the prevailing meaning of priya, which is differently modified 

according to the different circumstances to which it is referred. It is chiefly 
used of a judicial sentence, whether of God or of a human judge, by which one 
is declared pty; yet it also occurs in another reference, namely, of every agency 
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tom. iii. 4; 1 Tim. iii. 16), the passage has been explained : 
“ Abraham has been proved righteous,” or, “ has proved him- 
self righteous” (so already Calvin, and, in recent times, 

Philippi). But this explanation is unsuitable, since, accord- 
ing to this view, justification did not happen to Abraham from 
God (as must be conceived according to the context), but 
from his works; thus it was Abraham who justified himself 

by his works, 7.e. proved himself to be righteous.’ If we hold 
fast to the judicial meaning, then it is to be observed that, in 
the conception of the word, neither anything about the disposi- 
tion of him who is the olject of the declaration of righteousness, 
nor about the ground of justification (whether it rests in the 
judge or in the conduct of him who is justified), is indicated. 
For this reason the explanation of Wiesinger: a Deo justus 
agnitus, is Incorrect, as the idea of a ratifying recognition of 
the already existing condition is not contained in the word. 
As little is it to be vindicated when Hofmann thinks that 
duxatodcOa here imports: “ to become a d/caros, inasmuch as 
he then answered to the will of God relating to him ;” for, 
on the one hand, by this a meaning (namely, being made a 
righteous person) is ascribed to the word which it has not ; 
and, on the other hand, no one can make himself a righteous 

person by his works, but only can prove himself to be such.’ 

which causes one to appear as righteous, whether that agency is exercised by the 
person in question or by others. The N. T. das corresponds to this usage. 
Strictly taken, it is accordingly not correct to translate dsxasvy by ‘* proved to 
be righteous,” or ‘‘ approved to be righteous,” as the ideas proving and approving, 
according to their proper and strict meaning, are not contained in it. Comp., 
however, the excellent treatment of the word in Cremer’s dictionary. 

1 Philippi explains the words: Abraham was justified before men by works, as 
a justified man before God by faith. But here there are evidently introduced 
into the idea 3:xasodea: a series of more precise statements which are not con- 
tained in it. The explanation of Briickner is simpler, who considers iixasmén 
to indicate: ‘‘ that moral righteousness which displays itself on the ground of 
the activity of faith;” but also this interpretation is not to be considered 
correct for the reasons above stated. The unsuitableness of this and similar 
interpretations is particularly evident from ver. 24. It is also to be observed, 
that in these explanations the passive is converted into the middle voice. In 
the O. T., it is true, the hithpael of py is translated in the LXX. by the 

preterite passive of 3ixasody (see Gen. xliv. 16); but in the N. T. the passive of 
this verb never occurs in this meaning; the middle import is here rather 
expressed by the active with the reflex pronoun ; comp. Luke x. 29, xvi. 15. 

* The following explanations are also incorrect: ‘* he was loved as a righteous 
man” (Grotius); ‘‘ he was made a partaker of the favour of God and of all the 
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James says nothing else than that Abraham was declared 
vighteous (by God) é€& épyov. By e& epywy the reason is 
specified, on Abraham’s part, on account of which a declaration 

of righteousness was granted to him. By these works are to be 
understood not all the works which Abraham has done, nor 

his whole pious life, but, as the clause dvevéyxas ‘Ioaak x.7.2. 
shows, the actual offering of his son Isaac on the altar. The 
plural é€& épywy is used because the category, at first entirely 
general, is specified which here comes into consideration. It 
may appear surprising that James here should emphasize pre- 
cisely that offering as the reason of the declaration of righteous- 
ness, since in the O. T. narrative (Gen. xxii.) a dceavoda@ar ot 
Abraham is not mentioned. What James has in view is not “the 

judgment of God there; Gen. xxii. 12 comp. with ver. 16 ff.” 

(Wiesinger); for in these words, which, moreover, only serve 

as an introduction to the declaration which follows, nothing 
is addressed to Abraham, but only it is testified of him that 
God in his action has recognised his fear of God. Not in 
this, but only in what God addresses to him on account of it, 

because He has recognised him as a God-fearing man, can 
James have found the declaration of Abraham’s righteousness. 
This is the bestowal of the promise (vv. 16-18) by which it 
is expressly said, “ because thou hast done this thing” (ver. 16), 

and “because thou hast obeyed my voice” (ver. 18); by which 
is definitely brought forward that the promise was granted 
on account of his obedience—that is, on account of his works. 

What importance, with regard to the promise, the obedience of 
Abraham had in the eyes of God is clearly brought out from 
Gen. xxvi. 5, where God ratifies this same promise with Isaac 
in these words: “Because that Abraham obeyed my voice and 
kept my charge, my commandments, my statutes, and my 
laws ;” and not less is it to be observed when it is said in 

Teclus. xliv. 20: 6s cuvernpnoev vopov inplctov ... Kat &v 

blessings springing from it” (Theile); ‘‘ his justification was ratified by man” 
(Baumgarten). The translation: ‘‘he was pardoned” (Pott), is inaccurate, 

because the idea of pardon always supposes a crime, which 2a» does not. 
Also the explanation of Lange is arbitrary : %xa:odv, in the N. T. deeper sense, 
denotes that ‘‘God declares righteousness in the theocratical forum before the 
theocratical congregation conceived as permanent;” for how can the precise 
statement be contained in the simple verbal idea, before whom the declaration 
of righteousness was made ? 

Mryer.—JAMEs, I 

W 
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meipacua evpéOn motos’ dia TodTO ev SpKw eoTnoEV aiTa 
«7. It is true that the same promise was made to Abraham 
at an earlier period, and that before he had done anything 
(Gen. xii. 2, 3); but the difference is, that after the offering 
of his son it was imparted to him as an inalienable blessing on 
account of this action, and that at the close of his theocratic 
historical life. In this James could rightly recognise a formal 
declaration of Abraham’s righteousness on the part of God. — 
On the construction éd:caiwOn éx, comp. Matt. xii. 37: é« Trav 
Aoyov cov SixawwOyjon, where the Aoyos are reckoned as that 
on the ground of which acquittal (or condemnation) takes 
place. — The words: avevéycas ... él TO OvcvacTpiov] are 
not, with Luther, to be translated: “when he had sacrificed 

his son upon the altar;” for avadépew joined with émi, with 
the accusative, is not to sacrifice, but to bring as a sacrifice to 

the altar (comp. 1 Pet. ii, 24); it is therefore incorrect to 
supply the idea will (Estius: cum obtulisset = offere voluisset). 
Hottinger falsely explains émi 7. Ovo. = before the altar. To 
the name "Icad« is emphatically added tov vioy aitod ; comp. 
Gen, xxii. 16. 

Ver. 22. The direct inference from the preceding. Since 
the necessity of faith to the attainment of salvation was not 
contested by those with whom James disputed, but only the 
necessity of works; and since James (ver. 21) had adduced 
the example of Abraham to prove that only a faith which is 
not apy) and ywpis Tay épywy profits: in this verse it can 
only be intended to represent how important to Abraham 
were his works, but not how important to him was his faith. 
This thought is thus clearly and evidently expressed in the 
second hemistich: «at é€« tov épywv «.7.A. On the other 
hand, the first hemistich: 671 1) mwiotus cuvypyes Tots Epyous 
avTtod, has been generally understood by expositors as if the 
necessity of faith was intended to be brought forward. In 
this meaning Bengel says: duo commata, quorum in priore, 
si illud, fides, in altero operibus cum accentu pronunciaveris, 
sententia liquido percipitur, qua exprimitur, quid utravis pars 
alteri conferat. According to this, James would have expressed 
in the first hemistich, that faith was not wanting to Abraham, 

that rather it was this from which his works sprung, that 
accordingly Abraham was justified €& tpywv, because they 



CHAP. II. 22. Det j 

were works of faith. The same explanation is given by 
Erasmus, Tremellus, Beza, Baumgarten, Gebser, Pott, Kern, 

and others; also by Hofmann and Wiesinger. But the con- 
text is against it, as this thought does not follow as a conse- 
quence from ver. 21. Those expositors have accordingly 
understood the passage more correctly who find in the words 
in question the meaning that the wioris of Abraham was not 
dead but operative; Estius: operosa fuit, non otiosa, non 
mortua (so Calvin, Laurentius, Hornejus, and others), although 
their interpretation is inaccurate in particulars. — ovvijpyer] 
If cvvepyeivy is taken in its strictly literal sense: “to be a 
cuvepyos, to labour or to work along with” (1 Cor. xvi. 16 ; 
2 Cor. vi. 1), and is translated: “faith wrought with his 
works,” the idea of James (according to the usage of the word 
ovvepyey in this meaning) would be, that whilst works 
wrought, faith participated in their work.’ But this thought 
does not correspond with the context, and is, moreover, not in 

itself to be vindicated, since faith and works are not two 

principles working along with one another.— Kern, with 
whom de Wette coincides, takes to?s Epyous as the dative of 
reference, and explains it: “faith wrought to his works, 2. 
was the operative principle for the production of works.” This 
gives, indeed, a suitable enough thought, but linguistic usage 
is against the explanation ; besides, it is not the case that 
“ovv has only a vague reference, or, to speak more correctly, 
no reference at all” (Hofmann). On this account other inter- 
preters, as Hofmann, Wiesinger, Briickner, also Philippi, 
correctly take ovvepyetv here in the meaning of: to help (Rom. 
vil. 28; 1 Mace. xii. 1). The support which faith gave to 
works is to be found in this, that as it operates to their pro- 
duction, so also to their accomplishment in correspondence 
with the will of God.’ By this explanation a special emphasis 

1 Tn the first edition of this commentary it is said: ‘‘ Faith was the cuvepyas 
of his works—that is, it operated not by itself, but with his works. James will 
here make prominent that with Abraham both were combined, the emphasis; 

however, according to the context, being placed on sois tpyas.” This explana- 
tion, which has found favour with von Oettingen and Rauch, is, however, not 
tenable, as, on the one hand, linguistic usage is against it, and, on the other 
hand, it was not insisted on by James that the faith of Abraham wrought not 
alone, but that it was no inactive (inoperative) faith. 

* The explanation of Hofmann (with whom Wiesinger and Briickner coincide); 
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is placed on the expression curypyet, it being thereby brought 
prominently forward that the faith of Abraham was not apyos 
(a-epyos), but exercised an activity, namely, the activity men- 
tioned as helpful to works. Against Lange’s explanation: 
“faith manifested itself operatively at one with the works,” 
besides not being linguistically justified, Briickner rightly re- 
marks that here the discourse is not concerning a co-operation 
of these two points. — The second hemistich is not in anti- 
thesis with the first, but constitutes its complement ; whilst 
the faith of Abraham aided his works, faith itself received 

by works its completion. — éreXerw6] is by many interpreters 
understood as declarative; Gomarus: jides est causa, opera 

effectus ; causa autem non perficitur a suo effectu, sed perfecta 

declaratur, ut fructus boni arborem bonam xon efficiunt, sed 
indicant. The same explanation is adopted by Calvin, 
Laurentius, Baumgarten, Gebser, Bengel, Philippi,’ and others. 
Also Wiesinger indicates the same meaning with the remark: 
“faith could not be proved complete if it were not already so in 
itself, for the complete work presupposes the complete faith ;” 
but teAevodaGar does not signify to be proved, but to be com- 
pleted Certainly the meaning of James cannot be, that faith 
hitherto ineomplete was completed by works, as something 
which was externally added to faith, since faith is the impulse 
to the works; but as little is it his meaning, that faith is 
already complete (réXevos) before works, and is by works only 

‘‘that his action would not have been what is represented in an act of willing 
obedience, unless faith had assisted to its performance,” has this against it, that 
the principal thought would not thereby be expressed, but must be added. 
Philippi correctly : Abraham’s faith was no inert faith, but was helpful to his 
works, namely, to their production and accomplishment, i.e. it assisted him to 
the performance of good works. 

1 Philippi incorrectly appeals for this meaning to 1 John ii. 5, and to évseés in 

Luke vi. 35. 
2 Also Hofmann’s explanation: ‘‘ The rsasiwois of his faith consisted not in 

this, that it attained from incompleteness to completeness, but in this, that by 
the action, in which it proved itself, it attained to its complete formation—to 
its historical accomplishment,” cannot be reckoned as appropriate, because 
rtassovcbas never means *‘to be completely formed,” if by this expression a 
becoming complete is not intended. Lange agrees with the above remark, only 
he introduces something strange when he says : ‘‘ Abraham by his faith-offering 

attained typically and ideally the rsAsiwess, which the Jewish Christians were to 
attain by the full proof of Christian brotherly love out of faith, and which with 

them all Israel was to attain.” 

| 
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proved or demonstrated to be so; but faith and works are in 
_ his view so closely connected, that faith only when it produces 
_ works or by works (€€ €pywv) becomes ever more completely 
| that which it should be according to its nature and destina- 

tion, and in so far only by works attains to its completion ; for 

/ as the power of love grows and is completed by the practice 
of works of love, so does faith grow and is completed by the 
practice of works in which it manifests itself.’ Thus was 
Abraham’s faith only completed when he stood the severest 
test, and brought his son as an offering upon the altar.’ 

Ver. 23. Since what was said of Abraham in the preceding 
appears to conflict with the Scripture, Gen. xv. 6, James was 
obliged to solve this apparent contradiction, therefore he adds 
to what he has said: and (thus) the Scripture was fulfilled 
which says, “ But Abraham believed God, and it was reckoned to 

him for righteousness; and he was called a friend of God.” 
Most expositors (also von Oettingen) explain 7Anpody by com- 
probare, confirmed, and find here the thought expressed, that 
by Abraham being justified é& tpywv, the scripture: “ that 
faith was reckoned to Abraham for righteousness,” received its 
confirmation. But in this explanation of the word wAnpodv 

there is an arbitrary weakening of the idea. 7)npodr signities 
neither in the N. T. nor in classical usage: “to confirm,’ but 
always “to fulfil” (see Cremer) ; with regard to a saying, the 
realization of the thought expressed in it by an action follow- 
ing is indicated by wAnpodv, whether that saying be in the 

‘ Luther (in his introduction to First Peter, published by Irmischer, vol. Ixx. 
p. 223f.) says of the fruits of faith : ‘‘ Although they belong to our neighbour, 
that he may be profited thereby, yet the fruit is not external—faith becomes 
stronger thereby. It is an entirely different strength than that of the body, for 
this decays and is consumed ; but this spiritual strength, the more one uses and 
exercises it, the stronger it becomes ; it decays when one does not exercise it.” 
See also the appropriate remarks of Hengstenberg (Hvang. Kirchenz. 1866, 
p. 1124 ff.). 

* When it is objected against this explanation, that faith must already have 
been perfect in order to produce the perfect work, it is to be observed, that it is 
in the nature of living faith always to be becoming stronger, in and with the 
production of works, and thus to perfect itself in its nature more and more. 
Briickner, indeed, grants that the practice of works has a strengthening reflex 
efficacy on faith, but observes that by this cannot be meant that faith was not 
before already sufficient to justify Abraham. But to this it is to be observed, 
that James does not derive the justification (meant by him) of Abraham from 
his faith preceding works, but from his faith made perfect by works. 
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form of a prediction or not. This meaning of the verb is also 
here to be recognised, and indeed so much the more as James 
uses the formula with which not only in the N. T. but also in 
the O. T. (1 Kings ii. 27; 2 Chron. xxxvi. 22; 1 Mace. ii. 55) 
generally the fulfilment of a proper prediction, and always the 
real proof of an earlier spoken thought, is expressed. — The 
scripture which was fulfilled is Gen. xv. 6, where it is said 
not only that Abraham believed Jehovah, but that He 
(Jehovah) reckoned it to him for righteousness. James (as 
also Paul in Rom. iv. 3; Gal. iii. 6; see also 1 Mace. i. 52) 

cites the passage according to the LXX., where the passive 
édoyicOn is used instead of the active 12¥n; whilst he only 

deviates from the Greek text in this, that he (as also Paul in 

Rom. iv. 3) uses émiotevoev 5é instead of xal émictevcer ; 
it is to be observed that in the corresponding passage, 
Ps. evi. 31, the passive 2m) is also in the Hebrew. — 
Instead of the expression used in these passages, the form: 
min? "BD npyy 1 man, is also found in the O. T. Deut. xxiv. 13 

and vi. 25 (where the LXX. incorrectly translate "PTS by 
édenwoovvn). The contrary of this is indicated by the expres- 
sion: Tp 4) avinn, Prov. xxvii. 14,— All these expressions 
import a judgment which God pronounces to Himself on a 
definite conduct of man, by which He either reckons it for 
righteousness or for a curse; with Abraham it was his faith 
on account of which God declared him a righteous person. — 
But in what does James see the fulfilment of this scripture, 
that testifies this judgment of God on believing Abraham ? — 
Evidently in what he had already said, namely, that Abraham 
€& Epywv édixaiHOn, and which he indicates by what follows : 
kat diros Ocod éxd7On ; for these words—since they belong 
not to the scripture—are co-ordinate not with cat €édoyicAn, 
but with Kai éwdnpoOn x.7.r. It is true God regarded 
Abraham as His iAos (piAos Ocod is not, as Hofmann and 
Philippi think, God’s friend, who loved God, but God's jriend 
whom God loved?) the instant he reckoned his faith to him for 
righteousness ; but he was called so at a later period, namely, 
only at the time that he was declared righteous by God on 
account of his works. The expressions édoyic8n avT@ eis 

1 Lange comprehends both ; but at all events, according to the context, the 

reference given above is to be recognised as the prevailing one, 
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Suxavoovvnv and édccarwOn are not regarded by James as 
equivalent, but according to his representation the former was 
imparted to Abraham purely on account of his faith (ésic- 
tevoev), but the latter only when his faith was completed by 
works, thus on account of his works (é& &pyev), so that thereby 
that scripture was fulfilled. It is true this scripture is 
abstractly no promise; but as it notifies facts which point to 
later actions in which they received their full accomplishment, 
James might consider it as a word of promise which was 
fulfilled by the occurrence of these later actions.'— The 
appellation of Abraham as a @iAos Oeod is not indeed found 
inthe LXX.; but in 2 Chron. xx. 7, Jehoshaphat calls him in 
his prayer 7208 (LXX.: 6 wyamrnpévos cov), and in Isa. 
xl. 8 God Himself calls him ‘298 (LXX.: Ov Hydro) ; 
comp. also Ges. Asav. v. 11: 8a “ABpady tov Hyatrnpévov bro 
cov; also it was not unusual for the Jews to call him @iAos 
@cod; to Gen. xviii 17, the LXX. have added to azo 

*ABpadp the words tod traidds pov, for which Philo puts tod 

girov ov. It is evident from what has preceded that we 
cannot, with Grotius, Hornejus, Pott, and others, explain 
€xr7On = factus est, fuit. 

XEMARK.—When de Wette explains rAnpody by realized, this is 
so far inappropriate, as zAnpotv does not directly refer to the fact 
itself, but to the saying of scripture, and as neither of sioredew 
of Abraham, nor of éAcyicdn air@ ef¢ dix., can it be said that it 
“was something not yet wholly real, but the full realization of 
which occurred only at a later period.” For although both 
point to a later period, yet there was in them something which 
had actually taken place, as Lange correctly adduces. Hofmann 
also gave an incorrect reference to the word, explaining it: “In 
the offering of Isaac it was proved that God had rightly 
estimated the faith of Abraham when He counted it for righteous- 
ness ;” for, on the one hand, there was no need of a proof that 
God had rightly estimated something, of which there is no indica- 
tion in James, and, on the other hand, zAypotv has not the mean- 
ing of confirming or proving.” In opposition to the explanation 

1Namely: the faith with which Abraham received the promise of God 
points to the later obedience, and the divine reckoning of his faith for righteous- 
ness points to the declaration of righteousness imparted to him by God at a later 
period after proof of his obedience. 

* Also in Briickner’s explanation: ‘‘ Both the fact that Abraham believed 
God, and that this faith was reckoned to him by God for righteousness, was 
confirmed and proved in the offering of Isaac, leading to this that Abraham % 
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of Philippi: “the scriptural expression concerning Abraham’s 
justification by faith was, because His justification by faith is 
in itself a thing invisible as it were, an unfulfilled prophecy, 
until it became visible through proof by works,” it is, apart 
from the unjustifiable insertion of “as it were,” to be observed 
that Abraham’s act of obedience, happening ata later period, 
confirmed indeed his faith (thus that évicrevoey rg O2%), but not 
the righteousness adjudged to him on account of his faith (that 
Zrovisdn air® eis om), and accordingly érAnpadn would be suitable 
only for the first half of the scriptural expression. It is 
peculiar that, according to the explanation of Philippi, the same 
meaning: “to be proved,” is in essence ascribed to the three 
words—<dizasotobas, rereiovebaus, tAnpotobus. 

Ver. 24. An inference universally valid from the adduced 
example of Abraham: “Ye see that by works a man is justified 
(declared righteous), and not by faith alone.” — opate]} is not 
imperative (Erasmus, Grotius), but indicative; Griesbach, 

Schott, Schulthess incorrectly understand the sentence as a 
question, which it is as little as in ver. 22.— é& épywr] is 
emphatically placed first, because the chief stress is upon it. 
— Sixatodtar] has the same meaning as in ver. 21. James 
thus infers from the foregoing that the declaration of 
wnan’s righteousness proceeds é& épywv, and, with special 
reference to his opponents, he adds: ov« é« miotews povor.' 
The chief emphasis is on povoyv; for as little as James in ver. 
14 has not said that faith cannot save (o@caz), so little will 
he here say that a man is not justified é« wiotews (rather 
mwiotts is to him the presupposition, without which the 
attainment of salvation cannot be conceived, as without it the 

epya, && av Sixaodtar avOpwrros are impossible); but that 
the faith, which justifies, must not be ywpis tay epyor. 
povov is therefore not to be united with ov« (Theile: 
appositionis lege explenda est oratio: non solum fide, sed 

tpywy tdixaswbn,” the idea +?zp0dy receives not its right meaning. Lange has here 
in essentials adopted the correct meaning. 

1 Philippi, according to his explanation of !:xa:0én, ver. 21, must find here 
the thought expressed, that ‘‘ faith alone without works cannot prove a man 
before men to be a believer, and justified by faith ;” but this thought is in fact 
so self-evident, that James would not have thought it necessary to state it as a 

consequence from the history of Abraham. The idea opposed to #2 #py#v should 
not be ix wicrews, but must be ix Asya (comp. Ayn, ver. 14) ; moreover, the 

simple dixawiras dvlpwres cannot possibly denote: ‘‘a man is justified as a 

believer whom God, on account of his faith, has justified.” 
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etiam operibus . . . nempe cum fide conjungendis), but with 
miotews (Theophylact, Grotius, Knapp, Hottinger, Wiesinger, 

and others); comp. 1 Cor. xii. 31; 2 Cor. xi. 23; Gal. i. 23; 
Phil. i. 26. The declaration of righteousness, which James 
intends, is not that by which the believer on account of his 

faith receives the forgiveness of his sins, but, as is evident 
from the connection of the whole section, that which occurs 

to the believer, who has proved his living faith by his works, 
at the judgment (€v TH Kploe, év TO KpiverOa), and by which 
he receives owrnpia (ver. 14). When James, in reference to 
this, appeals to what happened to Abraham, there is nothing 
unsuitable, for why should not that which God has done in 
a definite instance be regarded as a type and testimony of 
what He shall do at the future judgment? Moreover, this is 

completely appropriate, since to Abraham, by the address to 
him after the offering of Isaac, the promise which was before 
made to his faith, was rendered wnchangeably firm at the close 
of his theocratic life. The present Sccacodtau is explained, 
because the thought was to be expressed as a_ universal 
sentence.’ 

Ver. 25. To the example of Abraham, that of Rahab is 
added: But was not in like manner Rahab the harlot justified 
by works? The form of the sentence is the same as in 
ver. 21.—opoiws 6€ Kai] does not signify “even so” (as 
Frommann explains it in the Stud. u. Krit. 1833, p. 97), 
but by opotws the similarity of what Rahab became a partaker 
with what happened to Abraham is brought forward, whilst 
by dé the diversity of the relation is indicated. This diversity 
is noted by the addition 7 wopyy. Rahab, namely, was a 

1 See remarks by the author in the April number of the Erlang. Zeitschrift 
Jiiv Protest. Frank, in his reply (in the same, p. 220), combating the reference 
of dxzsdres to the final judgment, says: ‘If there was in the life of Abraham 

a justification by works, which may be considered as the type and testimony of 
the final acquittal, so there occurs also in the life of Christians such acts of 
justification by works, that they may also be regarded as a testimony and type 
of their future justification before the judgment-seat of God.” To this it is to 
be replied, that such an act of justification is here treated of by which the 

accounting of his faith for righteousness already imparted to the believer comes 
to its termination, as was here the case with Abraham. But this act, as 

concerns Christian believers, occurs not in their earthly life, but only at the 

judgment. Philippi also incorrectly says that the reference to the judgment is 
not indicated, since it is sufliciently indicated by the whole context ; see remarks | 
on ver. 14. 
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mopvn ; nevertheless, on account of the works which she did 
(namely, her works of faith), she was declared righteous. Thus, 
by the addition of this example, the truth that a man is 
justified é& épywyv is yet further confirmed.’ The article % is 

not, as some expositors think, demonstrative dla; and mopy1 

means neither mulier cibaria vendens, nor caupona vel hospita 
(Lyranus, Grotius), nor idololatra (Rosenmiiller).— bmodeEapévy 
Tovs ayyédous x.T.r.] This participial sentence mentions the 
épya, on account of which Rahab was justified. The cor- 
rectness of the assertion, that Rahab was justified on account 
of her works, consists in this: that, according to the nar- 
rative contained in Josh. ii. and vi., life was on account of 

them granted to her, she was formally delivered from that 
punishment which befell Jericho; see Josh. vi. 24. Thus 

James could with right appeal for the truth of what was said 
in ver. 24 to this fact, since also the future declaration of 

righteousness will be an acquittal from punishment. — In 
Heb. xi. 31 the deliverance of Rahab is ascribed to her 
miotts, but so that her action is likewise mentioned as the 
demonstration of it. Theile explains taodeEauévn = clam 
excepit ; but Wiesinger correctly observes: “The secondary 
meaning clam is not contained in the word, but in the cir- 
cumstances ;” see Luke x. 38, xix. 6; Acts xvii. 7. In the 

Epistle to the Hebrews the simple verb defayuévn is used, and 
the a@yyedou” are there more exactly designated as KataoKotrot. 
exBadrev is not simply emittere (Schneckenburger), but has 
the secondary meaning of force = thrust out ; comp. Luke viii. 
54; John ii. 15; Acts ix. 40. It denotes the pressing haste 
with which she urged the messengers to go out of the house. 

1 Bede assigns as a reason why Rahab is here adduced as an example : ne quis 
objiceret Abrahamum ejusque fidem excelsiorem esse, quam et quivis christianus 
imitatione eam adsequi possit. Grotius thinks: Abrahami exemplum Hebraeis 

ad Christum conversis sufficere debebat, sed quia etiam alienigenis scribit, 

adjunxit exemplum feminae extraneae (similarly Hofmann) ; and Schnecken- 
burger observes : novum additur exemplum e sexu muliebri sumtum. All these 
meanings are, however, arbitrary, as there is no indication of them in the words 
before us. This holds also good against Lange, according to whose opinion 
Rahab is here to be considered ‘‘as a representative of the Gentile Christians 
in their works of faith.” 

2 Lange strangely supposes that James has chosen this expression ‘‘in 
allusion to the fact that the Gentiles of his time were ready to receive the 

messengers of the gospel.” 

a 
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évépa 060] ze. by another way than from that by which they 
entered the house, namely, dua tis Oupidos, Josh. ii. 15. For 
the local dative, see Winer, p. 196 [E. T. 273]. 

Ver. 26 is added as a reason (yap), primarily indeed, to 
what directly goes before (€& épywv édcKaiwOn), but thereby 
likewise to the universal sentiment contained in ver. 24. 
James here repeats the same judgment which he has already 
expressed (ver. 17) on rictis ywpis THY Epyov ; yet heightens 
it by the comparison with capa yopis mvetpatos: for as the 
body without the spirit 1s dead, so also faith without works is 
dead. — 760 c@pa ywpis Tvevpatos] By capa is to be under- 
stood the human body, and by zvedya the vital principle 
animating it, by which it lives; whether James has con- 
templated mvedua definitely as the intellectual spirit of man 
(as “the principle of the morally-determined and God- 
derived life peculiar to man”), or generally as the breath of 
life proceeding from God (see Gen. vi. 17, LX X.: waca cap& 
év 9 éotl mvedua Cons; Rev. xi. 11, xiii. 15), remains 
uncertain. With the body without the spirit, which is vexpos, 
James compares (ovrws is not “the sign of assurance = even 
so certainly,” Baumgarten) faith without works (the article tév 
denotes works as those which belong to miotts, its correspond- 
ing works), which is also vexpos. This comparison appears so 
far incongruous, as the relation of épya to miotis does not 
correspond with that of wvedua to the capa, since épya are 

the fruit, and not the source of aiotis.! Therefore some 

interpreters have by épya understood not works themselves, 
but love (Theile), or “the innermost life of faith in its 
outwardly operative and visible manifestation” (Frank); but 
such an exchange of ideas is not to be justified. Already 
some of the older expositors, as Gomar, Piscator, Laurentius, 

Wolf, and others, and recently Philippi (Theile is undecided), 
explain mvedua=breath. This, however, is even linguistically 
objectionable, as wvedya in the N. T. occurs in the meaning 
of breath proceeding out of the mouth only in 2 Thess. ii. 8, 
@ passage in accordance with the O. T.; but also in sense this 
explanation is not justified, for although “the breath is the 
proof of the existence of life in the body” (Philippi), yet the 

‘ Lange denies the apparent incongruity, because ‘‘ the spirit also, in virtue of 
its actuality, effects the higher visibility of the body !” 
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ideas breath and works have too great disparity between them 
to be parallelized with each other. It is more natural, with 
de Wette, Kern, Hofmann, Wiesinger, and Weiss, to assume 

that James intends not to compare the single members with 
each other (c@pa with miotis, and mvedpa with épyous), but 

to make prominent that a faith which is ywpis tov Epyar, is 
thereby proved to be like to the body, in which the mvedyua, 
the source of life, is wanting—which is thus only a dead body. 
With this sentence, in which the idea expressed in ver. 17 is 
strongly confirmed, James closes this section, as from this it 

is self-evident that faith without works cannot effect justifica- 
tion for man, and consequently not owrnpia, and therefore 
profits nothing (ver. 14). 

1. The doctrine of James in this section is according to 
expression in opposition with that of the Apostle Paul (James: 
2& epyav Oimaswdras cvdpwros nal ox éx ciorews yoovov; Paul, Gal. 

1.16: 0d bixaswiras cavdpwros gE epywy vowov, édv fun bie ciorews; 
James asks: ’AGpacu odn 2& tpywv édinaiwdn; Paul, in Rom. iv. 2, 
says: <i’ ASpadu c& epywv edinaawidn, eye? xady nun, &?.0 cd xpos Tov Osoy). 
It is asked whether also the sentiment of the one contradicts 
that of the other. Until the time of Luther, the conviction 
prevailed that the two agreed in thought. This is maintained 
in recent times by Neander, Thiersch, Hofmann, Wiesinger, 
Lange, Hengstenberg, Philippi, and others. Luther, on the 
contrary, was of opinion that the doctrine of James decidedly 
contradicted that of Paul; and the same view has been ex- 
pressed in recent times by de Wette, Kern, Baur, Schwegler, 
and others, also Rauch. There is a middle view, that there is 
indeed a diversity of doctrine between Paul and James, but 
that this does not exclude a higher unity; thus Schmid, 
Weizsiicker (Reuter’s Repert. Oct. 1855), Lechler, and others. — 
Already Theophylact, Oecumenius, Bede have, for the sake of 
harmonizing the difference, asserted that the zpya of James are 
different from those of which Paul speaks ; Paul intends opera 
legis (Oecumenius: ra zard& viuov ouBSurioucy nol wipiTou7s nai 

ray Womay ayuouav); James, on the contrary, opera fidei (Oecu- 
menius: gpya ra ciorw BiBauivra). This is indeed true. Paul 
has to do with Judaizing opponents who maintained the 
necessity of circumcision, and consequently of all legal works ; 
but James, with such Christians who trusted to simple iar, 
and thought that this would secure their salvation, although 
destitute of corresponding works. Paul had thus to prove that 
tpya rod vouov were not necessary ; James, that zpya r%¢ siorews 
were necessary. Nevertheless, this recognition of the different 
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relations does not suffice to an actual harmonizing of the 
difference ; for it has with truth been maintained that, according 
to the doctrinal system of Paul, a justifying efficacy is denied 
not only to works of law, but also to works of faith, since these 
last do not precede, but follow justitication.— Accordingly a 
different meaning of the term z/srg has been adopted, and it 
has been maintained that by s/orig ywpls teyov James under- 
stands only bare speculation (Oecumenius: 74 arr ovynurddzorc), 
the frigida et nuda notitia, or indeed even the falsa protessio 
fidei. ‘This is certainly not entirely suitable, though Paul does 
not know by name a ior vexpé. But although it were correct, 
yet the recognition of this distinction does not suftice to 
reconcile the difference; for Wieseler is decidedly right when, 
against Schmid, Olshausen, Neander, and others, he remarks, 
that it is one thing to say, Zo be justified by faith which is 
proved by works, and another thing, Zo be justified by works in 
which faith is proved. Already by Calvin, Calovius, Gerhard, 
and others, and in recent times particularly by Hofmann, 
Wiesinger, Briickner, Lange, Philippi, and others, the wished- 
for reconciliation has been attempted to be brought about, by 
ascribing a different meaning to the word dé:zcasododas: in James 
from what it has in Paul; that James speaks not de actu, but 
de statu justificationis. But either thereby a meaning is 
assigned to the word which it never has, or there results trom 
it in James an idea inappropriate to the connection; see ex- 
position of the verses in question. Hengstenberg (Brief des 
Jakobus in the Evang. Kirchenz. 1866, No. 91-94) correctly 
maintains that d:e«ntcd«as has with Paul and James the same 
meaning; but when he attempts to prove the agreement of the 
two modes of expression by the supposition that, as there are 
different stages of faith, so there are different stages of justifi- 
cation, and that James speaks of a more perfect justification | 
than Paul in the passages in question, this cannot be admitted, 
since it contradicts the nature of divine justification to conceive 
it as advancing from an imperfect to a more and more perfect 
stage. Even the justification at the last judgment is in itself 
not more perfect than that by which God in this life absolves 
the believer from his sins; the distinction consisting only in 
this, that by the former he obtains salvation as a present 
blessing, and that in all its fulness, which by the latter was 
conferred on him as a blessing yet future.’ 

1 Tt is incorrect when Hengstenberg says : ‘‘If by faith is understood genuine 
living faith, and by works genuine works proceeding from faith, justification by 
faith and justification by works can be taught without contradiction ;” since 
the justification of which Paul speaks is the reason and not the consequence of 
works of faith : on which account even Riggenbach (‘‘ On Justification,” etc., in 
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The exposition given in the above pages has shown that the 
idea of the word é:asmicdas: with James is none other than what 
it is with Paul, but that by it James has in view the justifica- 
tion that places believers at the last judgment in the full enjoy- 
ment of salvation, whereas Paul denotes by it the justification 
that puts believers already in this world in a gracious relation 
toward God. Only on this supposition does James say what 
he designs to say; for if d:xastodas (so also owe, ver. 14) refers 
to the judgment of God still in the future for believers, the 
proof that it has ¢py« for its essential condition effectually 
hits the opponent who thought to be able to obtain curypia 
by an inoperative faith.—That the doctrine of James so under- 
stood is in agreement with that of Paul follows from the 
following remarks :—(1) James here evidently says nothing 
against the Pauline doctrine of justification, since his 2& zpyay 
does not refer to being placed in a new relation to God, of 
which there is no mention. The inquiry, by what this is 
conditioned, is not discussed by James in his Epistle at all; 
yet it is to be observed that to him the foundation of the 
Christian life is zferc, and that he designates the new birth 
(chap. 1. 18) as a work of God, which only takes place through 
the will of God, and indeed so that God implants the word of 
truth in man. That James in this asserts something which is 
not in contradiction, but in agreement with Paul’s doctrine of 
justification, requires no proof. (2) The doctrine of Paul con- 
cerning the future judgment of believers does not conflict with 
what James says of d:astodas, although he does not use that 
expression in reference to it (except in Rom. 11.13). It is to 
be observed, that Paul very definitely distinguishes the justify- 
ing act of God, by which the forgiveness of sins is adjudged to 
the believer for the sake of Christ, from the judicial act of 
God by which cwrzpic will either be adjudged or denied to the 
justified. Justification (so called by Paul) is conditioned on 
the part of man only by siore; the future cwrnpi will only be 
adjudged to him in whom -isrig has proved itself to be a 
working principle. As, on the one hand, it is incorrect to 
affirm that, according to Paul, he only is justified by ziorg with 
whom it does not remain inactive; so, on the other hand, it is 
incorrect to think that according to him no reference is taken 
of Zeya in the judgment of God.’ Wiesinger, in proof that 

the Stud. u. Krit. 1868, Part II.) has not been able to approve of this 
assertion of Hengstenberg. It is also no less incorrect when Hengstenberg, in 
spite of i tpyav... obx ix wiortws movov, ver. 24, thinks that ‘‘in James also 

faith alone is represented as justifying,” since James does not give the name of 
justification to God’s act of grace which is effectual in man only through faith. 

1 By this it is not intended to be denied that Paul often combines the two 
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Paul denies the justifying (the word taken in his sense) efficacy 
of an inoperative faith, adduces the passages, Rom. vill. 4, 13, 
xii. 8-10; 1 Gorn vi. 7-11, 13; Gal. v. 6, 19-21; Eph. i. 
8-10; Col. i. 10; Tit. ii, 14; but it is, on the contrary, to be 
observed that in none of these passages (except Eph. ii. 8, in 
the words éorz ceowomévor bic 7g siorews) 18 the discourse of being 

justified (dasotodc«:, in the sense of Paul). All these passages, 
however, prove that Paul makes the attainment of cwrnpia, or 
the futwre inheritance of the kingdom of God, conditioned on 
the zpyo of the justified. It is to be observed that in Gal. v. 
6, siorig OF yarns evepyouuévn does not (as is almost universally 
assumed) refer to dimaswicda:, but to drexdiyecdas eArida dinaso- 
oivys, thus to the hope of those who are ceswowévor die rg Tiorews. 
Further, in 1 Cor. vi. 11, the Christians, to whom Paul says 
arerovonols, jyidcdnre, 2dinaswdnre,t are exhorted to consider that 
the éémo: shall not inherit the Bacireia Ocod; also, in Gal. v. 25, 
it is indicated that the @%y zveduar1, which is peculiar to believers, 
must also be a crore?) avetwars; and lastly, Paul in 2 Cor. v. 10 
says expressly that we all (that is, Christians who as such are 
dizaswbévres) must appear before the judgment-seat of Christ, iva 
ZOMMONTAL EXKOTOS TH OI TOU Cumaros Tpls K Expucer, cits Myabér, sirE 
zaxzéy. From these passages, which might be greatly multiplied, 
it is not to be denied that Paul, as he definitely excludes 
every co-operation of human works in justification,” so he no 
less definitely represents the future salvation as conditioned by 
the practice of tpyu ris sicrews (See Hengstenberg, Hvangel. 

acts as one act of divine salvation, and also that he frequently refers the final 
salvation (not less than justification) purely to the grace of God. The problem 
is rather this, that, on the one hand, the final salvation is represented as a pure 

act of God’s grace, but, on the other hand, the final judgment is as definitely 

represented as an act carried into effect xara ra tpyaz; as by Paul, so in the 
Scriptures generally. The solution of this problem, however, belongs not to- 
our present subject. 

L By ayimcbnre and Wixaiadnre a change of man’s disposition is not in itself 
designated, but the change of his relation to God effected by God. Meyer in 
loco incorrectly gives to the word dxasmdedas a meaning (namely, ‘‘to be made 
righteous”) which it has elsewhere neither with Paul nor in any other passage 
of the N. T. 

2 Even with the recognition of this undeniable fact, Paul’s doctrine of 
justification by faith is not always understood in strict precision. This is 
particularly the case when it is said, that according to Paul faith justifies, so 
far as it is a principle of new life, whereas it is rather the case that, according to 
him, faith is a principle of new life, because it justifies. Only when this is mis- 
understood can it be said, on the supposition that Paul and James understand 
by dixesodv the same divine act, that between them there is no fundamental, but 

only an wnessential contrast. See remarks of the author in the Ll. Zeitschr. 
April number, 1862, p. 214 f., where among other things it is said: ‘‘The 
reason of justification is not the ethical nature of faith, but solely and entirely 
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Kirchenztg. 1866, p. 1119 ff). But if this is the case, then in 
reference to this point there occurs a difference between Paul 
and James, not in thought, but only in expression; namely, 
Paul denotes by the word éamiv that declaration of righteous- 
ness or acquittal by God, by which the believer is placed in a 
new filial relation to God; whilst James means that declaration 
of righteousness or acquittal by God, by which he who is born 
again as a child of God receives the swrnpix imparted at the 
judgment ; but with both d:xao%y means “to declare righteous,” 
“to acquit,” but not “to prove one righteous,” or “to convert 
him into a righteous man.” So also, in what both say concerning 
Abraham, there is no difference in sentiment; the only difference 
is that eAroyiodn aire cig Oimcasoobvyy and eéizasidn are considered 
by James as two points, whilst Paul considers the second to be 
equivalent to the first. 

2. If from what has been said it follows that the doctrine of 
James is not in contradiction with that of Paul, then every 
reason for the opinion that James wrote his Epistle with refer- 
ence to Paul falls to the ground. The employment of the same 
expressions by both is indeed surprising, but it is to be observed 
that these expressions have their origin neither in Paul nor in 
James, but already occur in the O. T. Paul uses the expres- 
S1ONS dixcasotodas, dixcsootvn, dixaiwoss, Chiefly in a relation foreign 
to the O. T., to which, however, he was led by the words ¢Aoviedy 
cig Oixasoouvyy. James, on the contrary, uses them not in the 
application peculiar to Paul, but in the manner in which they 
are used in the O.T, Also the reference to Abraham by James 
is not to be explained on the ground that Paul confirms his 
doctrine of justification by what happened to Abraham ; for, 
since James designed to appeal for his assertion to an O. T. 
type, it was entirely natural that his glance should first fall on 
Abraham; also the distinction is to be observed that James 
used Abraham only as an example, whereas Paul, as Schleier- 
macher correctly observes, “referred to him his entire peculiar 
system of doctrine, whilst he would trace back to him the 
special covenant of the people with God.” — From all this it 
follows that James neither designed an attack upon the Pauline 
doctrine itself, for in this case he would have been obliged to 
demonstrate the necessity of ¢py« véwov, nor also an attack upon 

the merit of Christ or Christ Himself with whom faith, that is, faith in Christ, 
places us in connection. We are not justified for the sake of faith, but through 

faith (3 r%s xicrsws) for the sake of Christ: thus it holds good for the justifica- 
tion which is by faith alone, that every reference to works is entirely excluded.” 

_ 1 The objection of Philippi, that the declaration of righteousness in the 
judgment takes place not tx ray toywy, but only xara r& Epya, is contradicted 

by the word of Christ, Matt. xii. 37. 
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a misunderstanding of it, for then he would have been obliged 
to show that his readers could only regard themselves as dizaiw- 
dévres, When their faith was to them an impulse to the practice 
of good works; rather the Pauline doctrine was unknown to 
him, since otherwise he would necessarily have conformed to 
Paul’s mode of representation. By this likewise the opinion is 
confirmed, that the composition of the Epistle belones not to 
the later, but to the earlier apostolic times; see on this Sec. 4 
of the Introduction, and the treatise of Weiss mentioned above; 
also his bibl. Theol. p. 124 f. 

1 How the deductions of James are to be directed against a misunderstanding 
of the Pauline doctrine, if dxaodzées has with him the meaning of ‘to be 
proved,” is in fact not to be understood, so much the less as the justifying 
power of faith assuredly does not depend on its being proved by works before 
men. 

Muryrr.—JAMES. 
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CHAPTER LiL 

Ver. 3. Instead of the Rec. ido, found only in some min., 
Griesbach has, after C, many min. etc., adopted 7; however, «/ 
é¢ is to be read, with Lachm. Tisch. Wiesinger, de Wette, and 
others, after A B GK 8, many min. vss. ete. Not only does 
the preponderating weight of authorities testify for this, but 
also its difficulty. — Instead of zig rt retbeodus, Lachm. and Tisch. 
(approved by de Wette, Wiesinger, not by Bouman) have 
adopted «ig ro z. (so B C &).—Lachm. has retained the Rec. 
avrovs nui, after BG K ®&, etc.; Tisch., on the contrary, reads 
jueiv adrovs, after A C.— Ver. 4. Instead of cxAnpav dino (A G, 
etc.), Lachm. and Tisch. read dvéuav oxanpav, after BC K 8, which 
according to authorities is to be considered as the correct read- 
ing. — Ver. 5. Lachm. and Tisch. 7 read weydaa aiye? (A O*) 
instead of the Rec. ueyaravy:? (Tiseh. 2); attested by B C** G 
K 8, almost all min. — Whether we are to read, with the Rec., 
éaiyov xdp, or, With Lachm. and Tisch., 4A/xov zip, cannot with 
certainty be decided by authorities, since A* C* GK, ete., are in 
favour of the former, and A** B C8 of the latter reading. The 
latter reading, however, merits the preference, as it is not to 
be understood how éA/yo, suitable for the thought, should be 
exchanged for the difficult reading 7%/xov; without sufficient 
reason, Kern, Theile, Wiesinger, Bouman' would retain the 
reading of the Lec.— Ver. 6. Before the second 4 yAécou the 
Rec., after several min. etc., has clrws, which already Griesbach 
considered suspicious, and, after A B C KX, ete., is according 
to Lachm, and Tisch. to be erased ; it was evidently inserted in 
order to lighten the difficult construction; also de Wette, 
Wiesinger, Bouman, and others consider it spurious ; Reiche 
decides otherwise.— After yevéczwg 8 only has 4uéy, which is 
evidently an interpretation.— There is great variation with 
regard to the sequence of the words ddvara: dvdpuruv dapucocs 
(thus the Ree. after G; retained by Tisch.); B C, etc., read damascus 
divarcs dvdparwy (Lachm.), and A K ¥, etc, read divaras damdous 
avpirav. It is evidently indifferent for the sense. — Instead 

1 Bouman thinks that 4a/xov arose from the following #aixay; but it is more 
correct to assume that even on this account it was changed for the easily under- 

stood cAaiyov 
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of the Rec. dxardoyer after C G K, etc. probably should be 
read, with Lachm. and Tisch., daxardorarov, after A B ¥, etc. 
(approved by Wiesinger and Lange, rejected by Reiche and 
Bouman). — Ver. 9. The Rec. riv Océv after G K, etc., 1s to be 
changed for the better attested reading riv xdpiov, after A B 
C x, etc., Lachm. Tisch.: the alteration is easily accounted 
for. — Ver. 12. According to the Rec. the last clause begins 
with odrws, after C** G K 8, some min. and vss., which already 
Griesbach considered suspicious; it is, according to the testi- 
mony of A B C, to be erased as an insertion. — The words which 
follow in the fee. (after G K, etc.) are obdeuia any) aruniv nal 
yrund roijoos bdwp. This reading, whose spuriousness was already 
recognised by Griesbach, is, as a correction for the sake of 
explanation, to be changed for odre aAuxdy yi.uxd coijour vowp 5 
attested by A B C, etc., and adopted by Griesbach, Lachm. 
Tisch. and others. ® reads oié¢.— Ver. 13. Whether after & 
iuiv a comma is to be placed, with Lachm. and Buttm., or, with 
Tisch. and the Rec., a note of interrogation, see the explanation. 
of the verse. — Ver. 14. Instead of £ +7 xapd/q, 8 has the plural 
2y rats xapd/ars. —In the same MS. ris dAndefas instead of after 
~eddecds stands after zuraxuvyticts.— Ver. 16. After ée7, 8 has 
inserted xa/,— Ver. 17. The zai of the Rec. between cdscxpiros 
and dvuaréupiros is, according to A B C 8, etc., to be erased as an 
insertion; so also in ver. 18 the article r%s before dsmascotrns, 

according tt ABC GK ¥, etc. 

With chap. ui. James passes to the treatment of a new 
theme, to which the conduct of the Christians, to whom. 

this Epistle was directed, likewise gave occasion. It is that 
which was already indicated by Bpadds eis TO AaAHoas in 
chap. i. 17, and by wu) yadwayoyav yho@ooav avtod in chap. 
i. 26. The more unfruitful faith was in works corresponding 
to it (especially the works of compassionate love), the more 
did “the loquacious teaching and ruling of others” (Wiesinger) 
prevail. Words had taken the place of works. This section, 
which is closely united with the preceding, treats of this; 
yet without “any hidden indication contained in it that it 
was the doctrine of faith which was an object of controversy ” 
(de Wette); for in the whole Epistle there is not the slightest 
indication of controversies in the churches in question. The 
fault refers to the same with which Paul in Rom. ii. 17 ff. 
blames the Jews, only that with these Christians mioris, which 

' Bouman erroneously thinks that @:év was changed for xp in order that a 
mention of Christ might once take place. 
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was to them something entirely external, took the place of 
vowos. ‘The moral relation was essentially the same. The 
warning (as in chap. ii. 1) stands first, and the reason assigned 
for it follows: “ Be not in great numbers teachers, my brethren, 

considering that we will receive a heavier judgment.” Calvin, 
Piscator, Laurentius, Baumgarten, and others arbitrarily refer 

this warning to the unauthorized judging and condemning of 
each other; by this explanation the idea duddcxarou does 
not receive its proper meaning. On the other hand, we are 
not to think of persons rushing into the proper munus docendi 

(Bede, Semler, Pott, Gebser, Hottinger, Schneckenburger, and 

others), but on the free teaching in the congregation which 
was not yet joined to a particular office, but appertained to 

every one who felt himself called to it.— modAXo’ belongs 
not to yivecOe (aroAXOL yiyverOac = multiplicari, Gen. vi. 1 ; 
Schneckenburger), but is either the subject (de Wette, 
Wiesinger, Bouman) or forms the predicate united with 
dudacKaro. In the first case, however, ywéoOwocav would 

more naturally stand instead of yiveoOe ; also from the second 
construction a more important thought arises; therefore it is 
to be explained: “Be not many teachers,” that is: “ Be not 
a multitude of teachers” (Lange). It is inaccurate to explain 
modXol = travtes (Grotius); it is false to explain it = nimii 
in docendo (Baumgarten: “ be not excessive, vigorous judges ”). 
The verb yiveoGe has here the same meaning as in chap. i. 22. 
— With eidores «.7.d.] James points to the reason of pa... 
yivecOe ; yet efddtes being closely joined to the imperative is 
itself hortatory: considering. In the phrase xpiwa AauBavew, 
xpiua has in the N. T. usage undoubtedly the meaning con- 
demnation ; comp. Matt. xxiii, 13 (Mark xii. 40; Luke 
xx. 47); Rom. xiii. 2; but also elsewhere the word occurs in 
the N. T. almost entirely in this meaning, which Lange 
incorrectly denies (see Cremer). Because James includes 
himself, many expositors have been induced to take xpipa 
here as vox media (so also Lange), but it is to be considered 
that James does not use this expression as if the sentence of 

condemnation could not be removed (see chap. ii. 13); only 
this is evident to him, that the severer (wetfov) the condemna- 

tion, so much the more difficult is it to be delivered from its 

execution. The comparative petfov (not = too great, Pott) is 
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explained from a comparison with others who are not 

teachers. 
Ver. 2. The reason (yap) of the preceding; yet not so 

much of the warning: pa... yiverOe (Schneckenburger), — 
this is conditioned by eédotes x.7.X.,—as rather of the thought 
peifov Kpiva AnYroueOa; namely, so that the first clause refers 
only to xpiwa AnYroueba, and only that which follows to the 
idea wetfov ; whilst in the expression e? tis x.7.r. the idea is 

contained, that as ov mralew év Aoyw conditions TedeLoTys, 
sinful man is thus not in a position to bridle the tongue. 
Briickner incorrectly considers the clause ei tus x«.7.r. as the 
explanatory reason of the directly preceding sentence: “we 

all offend frequently, for whosoever offends not in word he 
only preserves himself from woAXa arate.” —The words 
To\Ad TTalowev AtavtTes| are to be taken in their widest 
sense (Wiesinger, Briickner); by @mavtes (a stronger form 
than travtes) neither the duddcxado. simply are meant, nor is. 
it = plerique (Grotius), and wtaiew points not expressly to: 
errores, qui docentibus obvenire possint (Grotius), or to 
“speech which is used in teaching” (de Wette), but it 
comprehends all and every moral error of whatever kind it 
may be.’ — oAAa] is adverbial, as in Matt. ix. 14. — To this 
first thought that which follows is annexed adcuvdétas. — ei 
tus] see chap. i. 5, 23, 26 = dotus. — év Royo] is not to be 
limited to teaching proper (Pott = €v didacxar(a), but is 
equivalent to €v T® Aadjoat, chap. 1. 19; év denotes the 
sphere within which the ov mtatew occurs; otherwise in 
chap. ii. 10. On ov after e?, see on chap. ii. 11.— To odros 
TéELos avyp, €oTe is to be supplied; odtos is emphatic ; what 

follows dvvaros «.7.r. is in apposition to 7éd. avnp; the word 
avnp is used here as in chap. i. 8.— The meaning is: Who- 
soever offends (sins) not in speech, and thus is able to bridle 
his tongue, proves himself thereby to be a perfect man who is 
able to rule also the whole body, that is, all the other members, 

so that it is subject to his will, James here places the body 
in opposition to the man “as a relative independent power 

? Briickner correctly asserts, against de Wette, that the subject in drayvezs has 
experienced an extension, and that the circumstance that in what follows :» 

Aoyw xraisw is particularly brought forward, requires for xzai:w here a more 
universal meaning. 



150 THE EPISTLE OF JAMES, 

which offers moral resistance to the will of the Ego” 
(Wiesinger), which it is his task to bridle. The xapé/a, 
indeed, is the fountain of evil deeds (Matt. xv. 19), but the 

lust which is rooted therein has so thoroughly appropriated 
the members of man, and as it were fixed its dwelling in them 
(Rom. vii. 23), that they appear as lusting subjects, and may 
be represented as such in lively concrete language. By such 
explanations as 6Aov To o@pma, equivalent to “the whole 
connection of the actions and changes of man” (Baum- 
garten), or = reliquae peccandi illecebrae (Pott), or = tota vita 
(Schneckenburger), the idea lying at the foundation does not 
receive its full meaning. Even the remark of de Wette, that 
To o@ua denotes “not only all organs proper, but even the 
affections,” is not to be retained; on which account Briickner 

adds: “the latter only in so far as they are expressed by the 
former.” The explanation of Lange is also arbitrary, that the 
body here denotes the organ and symbol of all other modes of 
human action, with the exception of speech. Laurentius 
rightly observes: nihil obstat, quo minus per totum corpus 
intelligamus caetera corporis nostri membra: manus, pedes, 

ete. 
Vy. 3, 4. Two comparisons by which the thought e? tis év 

Adyo «.7.r. is illustrated and confirmed. It is incorrect 
when it is assumed that “James, with vv. 3 and 4, will 

primarily explain and establish by examples the importance, 
maintained in ver. 2, of power over a little thing, as the 
tongue, for the government of the whole” (Wiesinger), and 
that the tertium comparationis is “a little thing does much” 
(Gunkel) ; for neither in ver. 2 is the smallness of the tongue 
mentioned, nor in ver. 3 is the smallness of the bridle brought 
forward. The examples adduced, which are closely attached 
to the preceding, are rather designed to prove how by the 
mastery of the tongue that of the whole body is possible ; 
it is, James will say, even as one rules the horse by the 
guidance of the bridle, and the ship by the guidance of the 
helm. Only in the second image does the smallness of 
that by which the steersman rules the great ship appear to 
James as something important, so that he dwells upon this 
point in what follows (so also Lange). 

Ver. 8. But if we put bridles in the mouths of horses, we 



CHAP, III. 4. 151 

turn also their whole body. The clause «ai édov «.7.r. forms 

the apodosis to the protasis beginning with ec (Pott, Wiesinger, 

Briickner, Lange, Bouman). Many expositors incorrectly 

attach this clause to the protasis, whereby Theile regards 

ver. 5 as the apodosis belonging to it, whilst others supply 

a thought as the apodosis; according to de Wette, this 
thought is, that “the tongue is not so easily tamed as a 
horse,” which is wholly unsuitable.\— The particle 6é is not, 
with Theile, to be explained as closely connecting this verse 
to the following? for here and in ver. 4 nothing else than a 
contrast to ver. 2 is to be expressed; it is rather used here 
even as in chap. ii. 15, simply distinguishing the case adduced 
for comparison from that for the sake of which it is introduced 
(Wiesinger). By tév imme standing first, the view is 
at once directed to the object by which the sentiment ex- 
pressed is to be illustrated (comp. ver. 4). The genitive 
depends not on tods yaduwovs (Theile, Lange, and others), but 
on Ta otouata (Oecumenius, Hornejus, Pott, Gebser ; Bouman 

wavers), for on this word the emphasis rests. tods xadwwovs 
points back to yaduwaywyioat, ver. 2, by which apparently 
this image was suggested to James. — On the phrase: eis ra 
otopata Badrew, comp. in Aelian: yaduvov tram éuBarrew. 
— The words eis 1o meiOecOar jpiv adtovs are for the pur- 
pose of accentuating the governing of the horse by the bridle 
put into its mouth. The apodosis cal 6dXov TO cha K.T.X. 
corresponds to yadwayoyhcas cal ddov TO cdpa, ver. 2.— 
perayew| in the N. T. only here and in ver. 4, is=cir- 
cumagere. The tertium comparationis lies in eis Ta oTOpaTa ; 
for, as Bengel correctly remarks: in ove lingua est, and ov 
mraiew év Aoyw, is identical with the bridling of the tongue 
in the mouth. 

Ver. 4. The second comparison is emphatically indicated 
by tov. xai is either also or even so. Wiesinger prefers 
the second meaning, which certainly gives to the thought a 

1 Bede supplies: quanto amplius decet, ut nobis ipsis frenum continentiae 
in ora mittamus ; Lorinus: si hoc in equis contingit, simile quid oportet circa 
linguam procurari ; Hottinger: eodem modo qui linguam coercere potest, toti 

eorpori facile moderabitur. 
*Theile says: Ita a difficultate linguam moderandi transitus fit ad necessi- 

tatem: in memoriam vocatur, exigua saepe esse, quibus ingentia moveantur 

non solum in bonam (vv. 3, 4), sed maxime etiam in malam partem. 
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peculiar emphasis. The participles évta ... édavvopeva are 
to be resolved by although. Both participial sentences bring 

forward the difliculty of guiding the ship, in order to cause 
the power of the small helm to be recognised. It is possible 
that in the second clause: cal... édavvopeva, there is an 
allusion to the lusts moving man (Bede: venti validi.. . ipsi 
appetitus sunt mentium), or “to the temptations (7eipacpot) 
of the world, coming from without” (Lange).— ox«Anpés] is 
also used of the wind in Proy. xxvii. 16 (so also Aelian, de 

animal, v. 15, ix. 14; Dio Chrysostom, iii. p. 44 C). — The 
verb petayetac united with ta aAoia is the same as in 

ver. 3. The words to édXaylctov mndadiov] mention by 
what this guidance takes place. On v7, see chap. i. 14. 
By the addition of éAayioTrov a new point is introduced 
which is retained in what follows. The superlative is for 
the purpose of bringing more strongly forward the smallness 
of the mndadcov in contrast to the great ship (tyAcKadTa 

év7a). The counterpart is the dittle tongue (ver. 5).— The 
addition : whithersoever the desire of the steersman willeth, is not 
superfluous ; it expresses—in opposition to to dvéuwr édav- 
voweva — the free mastery of him who steers the ship, which 
he exercises over it by means of the helm, and corresponds 
to eis To meiGecOat x.7.r., ver. 3.—67rov] (instead of dor, 
which does not occur in the N. T.) is found also in the 
classics united with verbs of motion, particularly with t@évat, 
but also with Baivew; Sophocles, Trach. 40: xeivos dzrov 

BéBnxev. By opuy is not to be understood the external 

impulse, or “the pressure which the steersman exercises” 
(Erasmus, Semler, Augusti, Stolz, Pott, Theile, Wiesinger), 

also not “the course of the navigator kept in action by the 
helm” (Lange); by both of these interpretations a meaning 
is imposed upon the word foreign to it. It rather indicates, 
as in Acts xiv. 5 (see Meier in loco), the eager will, the desire 

of something (in Plato, Phil. p. 35 D, it is used as synonymous 
with éw@upia); thus Bede, Calvin, Grotius, Baumgarten, 

Gebser, de Wette, and others. —The participle o ev@vvey 

indicates him who sits at the helm and directs the ship; it 
is thus not =o ev@vvrnp (Grotius, Pott, Schneckenburger). 
Luther correctly translates it according to its meaning: 
“whether he wills who governs it.” — For corresponding 
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passages from the classics, see in Wetstein, Gebser, Theile ; 

particularly Aristotle, Quaest. mechan. i. 5. 
Ver. 5. Application of the comparison, particularly of the 

second illustration, pexpov pointing back to éAayloTov. — 
peyadavyetv] which expresses the contrast to pexpov, is 

not = peyadda épydfeo@ac (Oecumenius, Theophylact, Calvin, 
Laurentius, Pott, Bouman, and others), for the idea of doing 

is precisely not contained in the word, but it denotes proud 
conduct in word and behaviour, which has for supposition 
the performance of great things, and is always used in a bad 
sense. This certainly does not appear to suit otrws, as in 
the preceding the discourse is not about talking, on which 
account Lange prefers the reading peydda avyet; but also 
this expression = “ boasteth great things,” does not exclude, 

but includes that secondary meaning, for why would not 

James otherwise have written simply peyaAa wot? But 
ovTws is so far not unsuitable, as the performance of great 
things—as they are spoken of in the foregoing—forms the 
reason of the boasting of the tongue. On a mere inanis 
jectatio it is not natural here to think. This first clause 
already points to what follows, where the destructive power 
of the tongue is described. ‘This description begins with a 
figure: “ What a fire kindles what a forest.” In justification 
of the reading 7Aéxov (instead of ddtyov), de Wette (with whom 
Briickner agrees), translating 7Adcov mip: “what a great fire,” 
observes, “ that the burning of the forest is contemplated in 
its whole extent.” But the verb dvawte, as Wiesinger 
correctly observes, is opposed to this explanation; also this 
clause forms the transition from the foregoing to what follows, 
and therefore must still contain the reference to puxpor, 
which certainly is afterwards laid aside. This does not, 
however, constrain us to the rejection of the reading 7Atkov 
(against Wiesinger and Bouman), since this word, which 
indeed chiefly emphasizes greatness, can also be used to give 
prominence to smallness; see Pape. The older expositors, 

according to its meaning, correctly explained the quantus of 
the Vulgate by guantulus ; thus Cajetan., Paes, and others : 
the same explanation by Lange. If Briickner thinks that it 
is not appropriate to take 7A/«cov here in this signification, 
owing to the following 7Aikny, it is, on the contrary, to be 
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observed that precisely the opposition of the same word in a 
different signification is entirely in accordance with the live- 
liness of the sentiment, — On the use of 7Acxos in the interro- 

gative explanatory sense, see A. Buttmann, p. 217 [E. T. 253]. 
Erasmus, Laurentius, Grotius, Baumgarten, Augusti explain the 
word Am by materia, lignorum conegeries, as it has in Ecclus. 
xxviii, 10 the signification of fuel ; but the image is evidently 
much more lively and graphic when dA is retained in its 
usual meaning: forest. Corresponding descriptions in Homer, 
Zl. xi. 155. Pindar, Pyth. iii. 66; see also Ecclus. xi. 32. 
Philo, de migr. Abrah. 407 A. In Stobaeus it is said: 
Parva facula cacumen Idae incendi potest. 

Ver. 6. Application of the image: Also the tongue is a fire, 
the world of unrighteousness ; the tongue sets itself among our 
members, as that which defileth the whole body and kindleth the 
wheel (of life) revolving from birth, and is kindled of hell. As 
a (little) fire setteth a forest in conflagration, so also the 
tongue kindleth the whole life of man. Such is the de- 
structive power of the tongue, that whosoever knows how 
to bridle it may with truth be called a pertect man (ver. ie 
Several interpreters divide the first clause: «al 7 yAdoou Tip, 

0 KOcMOS THs adixias, into two corresponding parts, supplying 

the idea An to 6 Kdcpos THs adixias; thus Morus: igni respondet 
lingua, materiae seu silvae respondet mundus improbus. Mani- 
festly wholly arbitrary ; rather the words 6 Kocpos Tis aduxias 
form an apposition to 7) yA@ooa, by which the power of the 
tongue similar to destructive fire is explained. xoopos has 
here the same meaning as in LXX. Prov. xvii. 6: 60s Koopos 
TOV xpnuatav ;* thus the multitude comprehending the indi- 
vidual: consequently 6 xoopos Tis adsxias is the fulness of 
unrighteousness. The tongue is so called because, as the 
organ of opy}, it includes a fulness (not exactly the sum- 
total) of unrighteousness which from it pervades the other 
members (6Ao0v TO c@pa). Calvin correctly, according to the 
sense: acsi vocaret mare vel abyssum (Luther inaccurately: “ 
world full of wickedness”). This is the explanation of most 
expositors. Bouman correctly explains the definite article: 

famosus iste mundus iniquitatis. The following are other 

i It is to be observed that the LXX. often translate the Hebrew say by 

zsoyeos ; see Gen. ii. 1; Deut. iv. 19, xvii. 3; Isa. xxiv. 21, xl. 26. 
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explanations :—(1) Oecumenius takes xdopos—=ornament, and 

explains: 7) yAdooa Kocpel THY adiKiay O1a Ths TOV pntopev 

evyAw@trou Sevotntos; similarly Wetstein, Semler, Elsner, 

Rosenmiiller, Storr, Lange! (Wahl is doubtful). But xkdcpos 
never signifies in an active sense that which puts an ornament 
on another, but always the ornament itself, that wherewith a 

person adorns himself (or another). (2) Bretschneider like- 
wise takes the word as equivalent to ornament, but supplies 
@s, and explains: ut ornatus (mulierum) inhonestus sc. in- 
quinat mentes, sic lingua deprehenditur inter corporis membra 
id quod totum corpus inquinat ; yet evidently more arbitrarily 
than the foregoing explanation. (3) Theile retains the usual 
meaning of the word world, and explains: lingua (est ignis), 
mundus (vero est) improbitatis i. e. improbitate plenus, nimi- 
rum ob illam ipsam linguae vim; but apart from the imad- 
missible supplements rendered necessary, and the harshness 
contained in this combination of the genitive, this explanation 
is to be rejected, because by it the words would contain an 
assertion on the nature of the world, instead of on the nature 

of the tongue. (4) Estius, indeed, is right in his comprehension 
of the idea, but he arbitrarily understands it as causative: 
quia (lingua) peccata omnigena parit; so also Herder: “the 
mainspring and the cause of all unrighteousness.” Gebser 
introduces something foreign into the explanation, taking coopos 
=the wicked world. Clericus, Hammond, Eichhorn, Kuinoel, 

and Hottinger, without any sufficient reason, think that the 
words are to be expunged from the text as spurious. — Whilst 
almost all expositors refer 6 xoopos THs abdixias to what pre- 
cedes (to which, according to the reading of the Aec. which has 
ovtws before the following 7 yAd@coa, it necessarily belongs), 
Tischendorf has put a point after wip but not after advxias ;” 
and Neander translates: “As a world full of unrighteousness, 
the tongue is among our members ;” so also Lange construes 

1 Lange, indeed, grants that ~écos is not an active idea, but he yet thinks that 
we must return to the original signification of the word, and he then explains 
it: ‘the tongue is the form of the world, worldliness, or worldly culture, 

because it is that which sophistically, ete., gives to unrighteousness its worldly 
.. and even splendid form.” But is not the idea so explained taken in an 

active sense ? 

* Lachmann and Buttmann have, by leaving out the punctuation, left the 
pointing to the expositor. 
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it. But this construction is not only difficult, but isolates 
too much the first thought 7 yA@ooa rip, which only has 
a correct meaning when it is closely connected with what 
follows. — ‘The new clause accordingly begins with 1) yAdoca, 
and xa@icrataz has its necessary supplement in what follows: 
) omtdousa «.7.A.—xKabiotata:] can neither here nor in 
chap. iv. 4 mean it stands: the perfect only has this meaning, 
but not the present; it means: 7 sets itself, it appears 

(Wiesinger). Also the explanations are false: “it is so 
placed” (Pott) ; collocata est (Beza, Piscator, Schneckenburger) ; 

“it becomes (such)” (de Wette, appealing to Rom. v. 19), 
and “it rules” (Lange, appealing to Heb. viii. 3). Theile 
arbitrarily completes the idea: haud raro. The words which 
follow mention how the tongue appears among the members— 
as that which defileth the whole body. The idea omtrodr, to 
which certainly wip is not suited, is suggested by the 
apposition 0 Kdcuos THs abdixias. Only with the following 
participle does James carry on the image of fire ; it is artificial 
to assume in o7Aobvy a reference to it. Bengel: maculans, 
ut ignis per fumum; comp. on this passage Eccles. v. 5. 
Neither the double xaé (for how often the several xa’ succeed 
each other in a simple copulative sense!) nor the omission of 
the article before the two participles (comp. chap. iv. 11, 14) 
proves that the participles which follow cat droyifovca and 
Kal proyifouern are subordinated to omidotca (Wiesinger). 
This construction could only be considered as correct if the 
two participles analyzed the idea omiAovdca Or. 7. capa into 
its individual parts or confirmed it; but neither of these is 
the case here; they rather add to this idea two new points. 
The object Tov tpoyor Ths yevécews, belonging to droyifovea, 
has found very different explanations. The word tpoyds, 
according to its etymology, denotes something running, and, 
although used of other rotatory orbs, as particularly of the 
potter’s wheel, it is especially used as a designation of a 
wheel, 1 Kings vii. 30 ff.; Ezek. i.15,19, 20. The word 

ryéveots can here be only in the same sense as in chap. 1. 23 ; 
the compound idea: the wheel of birth, i.e. “the wheel revolving 
from birth,” is a figurative designation of human life; comp. 
Anacreon, Od. iv. 7: tpoyos dpyatos yap ola Biotos tpéxee 
xurcGeis. Thus Gebser in particular correctly explains it: 
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“the wheel which is set in motion from our birth, we. a 

poetical description of life;” so also Brickner and Bouman. 
The explanations of Oecumenius (tpoyos’ 6 Blos ws eis Eavtov 
dvedtttopevos), Calvin, Laurentius, Hornejus, Pott, Neander, 

amount to the same thing. Also Estius, Grotius, Carpzov, 

Michaelis understand life, only deriving this idea in a different 
manner. They explain tpoyos (for which Grotius would read 
TpoYos)—=cursus, yeveous—=natura, and cursus naturae—vita ; 
by this explanation, however, the figurative nature of the 
expression suffers. Wiesinger (with whom Rauch agrees), 
deviating from this explanation, prefers to understand by it 
the whole body (é\ov 7d capa), Tpoxds denoting either the 
wheel (by which, then, tpoyos tT. yev. would be the revolving 
wheel of existence, of life, namely, of that to which the tongue 
belongs), or (which Wiesinger prefers) the circumference (thus 
Tpox. T. yev. would be the circumference of being, «ec. the 
circumference belonging to the tongue from birth, native to 
it). But, on the one hand, it is not to be supposed that 
James, after using the ordinary expression 6Aov TO cpa, 
should express the same thing figuratively without the least 
indication of the identity of meaning; and, on the other hand, 

it is opposed to the jist interpretation that the body is not to 
be represented as a wheel, and to the second that tpoyos is 
taken in a sense which it never has, for it never means the 

circumference, but at the most the vownd border which incloses 

something. Other expositors go beyond the restriction of the 
expression to the life of the individual,—which is evidently 
required by the foregoing 6Aov to c@pua,—either, with Wolf, 
appealing to the Hebrew niin 2393, explaining it: indesinens 
successio hominum aliorum post alios nascentium (thus Lambert, 

Bos, Alberti, Augusti, Stiudlin),’ or taking Tpoxos = KUKNOS, 

yéveois = xTiows, and accordingly tpoy. T. yevéoews = “ the 
circle of creation;” thus de Wette, and among the earlier 

interpreters Beza (in the edition of 1565), Crusius, Coccejus. 
All these ideas are foreign to the context. If the first 
explanation drags something “foreign” into it, the second 
bears besides “a monstrous character” (Wiesinger). Still less 
is the explanation of Lange to be justified: “the wheel of the 

} Already the Syriac version translates: incendit proventus generationum 
nostrarum, quae currunt sicut rotae. 
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development of life, primarily of the Jewish nation, and then 
further of all mankind,” since yéveous never denotes develop- 
ment of life. 

The following are other explanations which are refuted by 
their arbitrariness and rarity :—(1) that of Semler, who explains 
it ordo generandi, according to the expression occurring in 
Plutarch: soramiv rig yevécews evdersyaig; (2) that of Bengel 
rota sive sphaera superior est ipsa natura humana rationalis; 
gehenna vero est pars profundior cor; lingua in medio ex infe- 
rioribus inflammatur et superiora inflammat ; (3) that of Meyer 
(Observatt. ad ep. Jacobi), who takes the expression = sanguinis 
orbis seu circulato; lastly, (4) that of Kype, who assumes the 
rota poenalis is figuratively meant cujus radiis illigabantur rei, 
and accordingly grovifew riv rpoy. r. yevéoews Means: augere vitae 
hujus cruciatus. 

The verb doyifew is in the N. T. da. Aey.; in the LXX. 
it is found in Ex. ix. 24; Num. xxi. 14; Ps. xcvii. 3, and 

other places. The figurative expression, which refers back to 
mop, indicates the fatal effect which the tongue, from which 
the pollution of the whole body proceeds, exercises on the life 
of man, whilst it pervades the same by its passionate heat. 
James so presents it, that being 0 Kocpos THs aduxias, and 
thus concentrating in itself (or in word) a fulness of un- 
righteousness, it forms, as it were, the axle round which the 

wheel of life moves, and by which it is set on fire. Morus 
incorrectly understands Aoyifew “de damnis, quae lingua 
dat ;” but the discourse is not concerning the injury which 
man suffers, but concerning his moral conduct; still less corre- 
sponding. is the explanation of Michaelis, according to which 
proyifecv = to inflame, and that in the words of James the 

thought is contained: “lingua saepe alii excitantur, ut insano 
studio mala ingrediantur.” The representation that the tongue 
defiles the whole body and sets the life on fire is, as Wiesinger 
correctly remarks, not to be justified by the remark that all 
sins have their foundation in the sins of the tongue, but rests 
on the observation that opy7, before it manifests itself in other 

ways, first and foremost appears in word, and thus the tongue 
is its mest direct organ.’ The second participial sentence 

1 The view. that James considered the tongue as the source of all sin is 
erroneous, since he, however prominently he brings forward the destructive 
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states whence the tongue receives this destructive power 
(proyttev), by which also the idea that it is coopos THs adcKlas 

finds its justification. The participle PXoyfouevn is to be re- 
tained in the sense of the present ; it has neither the meaning 
of the perfect, as if the tongue had been only once set on fire 
by yeévva, nor is it, with Grotius, Mill, Benson, Semler, Storr, 

Rosenmiiller, to be taken as future, and to be referred to 

future punishment. The expression yeévyva, except in the 
Synoptics, is only found here; in Matt. v. 22, xviii. 9, Mark 

ix. 47, it is used for a more exact description of the genitive 
tov updos. The thought that the tongue is set on fire of hell 
is not to be explained away either by ex inferno being para- 
phrased by Theile by igne diabolico, and this by igne foedis- 
simo ac funestissimo; or by being explained with Morus: 
tantus est ille ignis, ut ex geennae igne videatur esse Incensus. 
James means that as émv@upia (or more precisely dpy7), whose 
most direct organ is the tongue, has its origin from the devil, 
it is thus from hell (see ver. 15). Also in the O. T. the 
injurious effects of the tongue are described; see Ps. lii. 4, 
exx. 3, 4, Prov. xvi. 27, and other passages (Ecclus. v. 13 ff, 
xxviii. 11 ff.) ; yet in all these passages the discourse is only on 
the evil which is inflicted by it on others, or on the punishment 
which befalls the man who misuses it. This peculiar thought 
of James has its counterpart in no passage of the O. T. 

Vv. 7, 8. In these verses the untameable power of the 
tongue is adduced. The particle yap here indicates neither 
simply the transition (Pott), nor is it to be referred to peya- 
Aavyet (Wiesinger), separated from it by vv. 5, 6, nor only 
to the last thought, proyfouévn «.7.r. (Lange); but it is used 
as a logical particle, whilst the truth expressed in these verses 
substantiates the judgment contained in vv. 5, 6. The rela- 
tion of these two verses to each other is, that ver. 8 contains 

the principal thought, and ver. 7, on the other hand, a thought 
subordinate to it, which is only added in order to make that 
thought more emphatic. The meaning is: Whereas man 
tames all animals, yet he cannot tame the tongue. By ¢gvaus 

power of the tongue, yet never asserts this, The restriction to épyx is justified 
by the Epistle itself. See i. 19, 20, 26, ii. 9, 10, 13 (the opposites éy xpairncs 
coias), 14, etc. According to this, in this edition the text in some places has 

been rectified. 
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is to be understood not the genus (Augusti, Gebser, Bretsch- 

neider, Schneckenburger), but the qualitas naturalis, and in 
such a manner that James has in view not the relation of the 
individual man to the individual beast, but the relation of 

human nature to animal nature in general, however this may 
differ in the different kinds of animals. ‘The totality of beasts 
is expressed by four classes, which are arranged in pairs, 
namely, qguadrupeds and birds, creeping beasts and fishes. — 
Onpia| are not “beasts generally” (Pott), nor specially “ wild 
beasts” (Erasmus, Vatablus, Piscator, Baumgarten, Theile, 

Bouman). — ta ép7rera] are neither terrestrial animals generally 
(Pott, Hottinger), nor only serpents (Luther, Calvin, Grotius, 
and others), but it is used here in the same meaning as in 
Gen. i. 24, 25 (LXX. épzrera, as the translation of 22); see 
Acts x. 12; Rom. i, 23.— €vadta] (ar. dey.) denotes either 
fish simply, or likewise all worms living in the water; Luther 
incorrectly translates it “sea wonders,” and Stier “sea mon- 

sters.” There is here the same classification as in Gen. ix. 2 
in the LXX. (which may have been before the mind of 
James): Ta Onpia THs ys, Ta TeTEWa TOV ovpavod, Ta KLVOU- 
peva él THS ys, ol éxOvers THs Padkadcons. The dominion of 
human nature over the brute creation is expressed by the verb 
dapale (i.e. so to subdue, that what is subdued submits to 
the will of the subduer), because it supposes the subjection of 
something resisting (see Mark v. 4). That James only thought 
on wild animals does not follow from this. The perfect deda- 
pactac is added to the present dauaferas in order to repre- 
sent the present taming as that which had already taken place 
in the past. It is incorrect to resolve dayaferas into dapa- 
fecOa. Svvatar (Hottinger, Schneckenburger), for it treats not 
only of the possibility, but of the actuality. — 7H vce rT. 
av@p.| is not the dat. commodi, but the dative used with the 
passive, instead of the construction with oo, vars has the 
same meaning as before ; accordingly not ingenii solertia (Hor- 
nejus, Hottinger, Schneckenburger). 

Ver. 8. The chief thought is marked by 6é, as a contrast to 
the foregoing. With tv yAéooay is meant not the tongue 
of others (Estius, Grotius, Hornejus, Baumgarten), but one’s 
own tongue (according to Lange, both are indicated, the last 
primarily). The remark of Bengel is also unsuitable: nemo 
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alins, vix ipse quisque. The words ovdels dvvatar avOpwrav 
dauatew (or more correctly, after BC: ovdeis Sapacas duvatar 
avOperwv, because the accent is on daudcar) are to be under- 
stood in all their sharpness ; the weakening completion of the 
Schol. in Matthaei: evxorkws dnrad7 Kal dvev Tovou, is false. 
By this thought, what was said in ver. 2 now receives its full 
light. The moral earnestness of the author urges him at the 
close to the exclamation: axatdotatov Kaxov «.T.r.; hence the 
independent form of this addition (see Winer, p. 471 [E. T. 
668]). By dxatdotatov (unsteady, restless, see chap. i. 8) the 
unrest of the passions is indicated, not simply with reference 
to what follows, wnsteadfastness (de Wette); comp. Hermas, 
Past. Il. mand. 2: wovnpov tvedipd éeotiv 1 Katadania, Kat 
akataotatov Sauovov. This reading is to be preferred to 
that of the Rec. dxatacyerov (not to be tamed), “because it 
adds a new idea after ovdels Saudcau Suv. avOp.” (Wiesinger). 
— The image of the poisonous serpent lies at the foundation 
of the second exclamation: pect) tod Cavatndopov; comp. 
Ps. exh 4. 

Vv. 9, 10 are closely connected with the foregoing; but 
not as if “ the unstedfastness of the tongue is further described” 
(de Wette), nor as if the duplicity of the tongue is added as a 
new point (Lange), but for the purpose of prominently show- 
ing how the tongue, although it praises God, yet proves itself 
to be an adxatactatov KdKov, pect? Tod Gavat. It is to be 

observed that this expression, as the first person plural shows, 
refers to Christians among whom the edAoyeiv Tov Kvprov occurs. 
James does not hesitate to include himself, knowing that 
naturally he was entirely the same as others.' James first 
places beside each other, by a simple copulative conjunction, 
the two contradictory acts which man performs by the tongue, 
namely, the edAoyeiv Tov xvptov and the Katapacbar Tovs avOpa- 
mous. ‘The preposition év is instrumental, as in Luke xxii. 29 
and elsewhere. By the repetition of év avrj in the second 
clause, the antithesis is yet more strongly marked. evdoyetv 

} Lange finds a difficulty in James including himself, ‘‘ which is to be solved 
either by taking the second clause as a question expressive of surprise, or by 
hearing James speak as the representative of his people in the name of the guilty 
people.” But both suppositions are equally impossible ; the context contradicts 
the first, and the fact that James could have no reason to consider himself as the 

representative of the Jewish people contradicts the second, 

MEYER.—JAMEs, L 
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and xatapao@at are correlate expressions, since the former, 
as the translation of the Hebrew 972, has properly the mean- 
ing “to bless ;” in reference to God, as here, it means laudibus 
celebrare, to praise; comp. Ps. exlv. 21, and other passages. 
— The combination of Tov xdpiov kal mwatépa (instead of the 
Rec. tov Ocov x. 7.) as a designation of God (for by «vpzos is 
not here to be understood Christ) is unusual; comp. chap. 
i. 27. This twofold name designates God on the side of His 
power and on the side of His love (comp. Matt. xi. 25).— 
In the second clause the important description: tods Kal” 
opmotwaw Ocod yeyovoras, is annexed to tods avOpwHrrous, by 
which the contradiction of the action described still more 
pointedly appears. The thought and expression agree with 
Gen. i. 26. Also, according to this, sinful man is still a being 

created after the image of God. Were the expression merely 
to be referred to what man originally was, but which he has 
ceased to be, the point of James’ saying would be broken. 
Bengel correctly observes: remanet nobilitas endelebilis. Ben- 
son, Pott, Gebser, and Semler arbitrarily restrict the contents 

of this verse to the conduct of those who set themselves up 
as teachers.’ 

Ver. 10. First a repetition of the saying in brief expressive 
combination, by which the accent is placed on avrod. With 
the words od yp TadTa ovTws yiverOar, James adds the con- 
demnation of the conduct described. — The impersonal verb 
xpy is in the N. T. dz. XNey.; the usual word is de?, from which 
it does not differ in meaning. — tadta ottws] The union of 
these two words serves for the sharpening of the idea; ratra 
designates the contents; ovrws, the form of the action; incor- 
rectly Bengel: taita bona; ov7w adjunctis malis. 

Ver. 11. Llustration of the unnaturalness of the conduct 
mentioned by an image taken from nature: Does the fountain 
from the same hole send forth the sweet and the bitter ?— 

 wnyn] The article is not here for the sake of liveliness 
(Schneckenburger: articulus fontem quasi ante oculos pingit), 

1 Semler’s view is very strange: hi inter publicas Dei laudes, etiam exsecra- 
tiones et tristia omnia praeibant in Romanis/ It is equally a mistake when Lange 
refers the expression chiefly to Christians, and specially to Jewish Christians, 
‘in whom the likeness of God, that is, the actuality and visibility of the image, 

has reappeared.” 
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but is used because wy) is generically considered. — é« tijs 
avths émhs] omy, the hollow, Heb. xi. 38, Ex. xxxiil, 22, 

Obad. ver. 3, is here the hole from which the water of the 

fountain streams forth. 1 wnyn refers to man; 7 677, to the 
mouth. The chief accent is on avr#s, which points back to 
ék Tod avtTod otopatos, ver. 10.— Bpvew] an ar. dey, 

properly to sprout forth, then to overflow, is here used 
transitively, to cause to flow forth.— To yAvKd and 70 mTiKpov 
indicate, indeed, the two different kinds of water, yet linguis- 

tically ro ddwp is not to be supplied; the former refers to 
evroyeiv, and the latter to xatapacGar. With this verse 
James says only that happens not in nature, which occurs 
in the case of man, out of whose mouth proceed blessing 
and cursing. The following verse first expresses the im- 

possibility. 
Ver. 12. This verse shows, by examples taken from nature, 

that from one principle opposite things cannot be produced, 
but that any cause can only bring forth that which cor- 
responds to its nature. Semler incorrectly paraphrases the 
first question: pa Svvatar ovKh édalas Touwjoas: an fieri 
potest, ut ficus, cujus est dulcis natura, producat amaras oleas; 
for that here the contrast of sweet and bitter (which only the 
last clause of the verse resumes) is not designed to be 
expressed, is evident from what immediately follows: 4) 
aptevos ctKa, where James would otherwise have mentioned 

the olive instead of the vine. The idea is rather that nothing 
can bring forth that which is not corresponding to its nature.’ 
Consequently the opinion of de Wette, that here shistles 
(according to Matt. vii. 16), or something similar, instead of 
arredos would be more appropriate, is incorrect.— To the 
question follows as its conclusion the negative clause: ovte 
GdvKov YAvKD TroLhoat Udwp, which is so construed as if the 
former sentence, not only in meaning, but also in form, was a 

negative one; ov7Te (N: ovdé) and the omission of Svvarau are 
thus to be explained.” — addvxov is the subject, and yAuvad 

1 Comp. Arrian, Hpikt. ii. 20: ras yap dtvaras aureros wn aumrsrixws xivsiobas 

GAR thainws, n tralia wdrw wn tAaixos GAN auorsrinws 5 aunxuvor, wdievonroy ; 

comp. also Plut. de trang. an. p. 472 E. 
* Buttmann (p. 315 [E. T. 367]), following Lachmann, praef. p. xliv., assumes 

a corruption of the passage. 
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vdwp the object; ovjoas is used in the same signification as 
before; thus: Nor can bitter bring forth sweet water. The 
opposite ideas dAvkov and yAvxv are emphatically placed 
beside each other. James hereby indicates, that if from one 
mouth the bitter (namely, the xatdpa) and also the sweet 
(namely, the evAoyia) proceed, this is not only morally 
reprehensible, to which ver. 10 points, but is something 
impossible ; accordingly, the person who curses man, who is 

made after the image of God, cannot also bless (praise) God, 
and that thus if the mouth yet express both, the evAoyety can 
only be mere seeming and hypocrisy (Lange)." 

Ver, 13. With this verse apparently begins a new section, 
which, however, stands in close connection with the warning 

in ver. 1, whilst the true wisdom is here contrasted with the 

false wisdom of which the readers boasted, and by which they 
considered themselves qualified to teach. Also here in the 
words: tis coos Kal érictnpwv év duiv, the chief point is 
again placed at the beginning. These words are usually 
understood as a direct question (Tischendorf and Winer, 
p. 152 [E. T. 211]); on the other hand, Lachmann has only 
placed a comma after but, which is approved by Al. Buttmann 
(p. 217 [E. T. 252]); an dnversio structurae then here takes 
place; whilst “the direct interrogative form, owing to the 
construction which follows, passed naturally over into the 
meaning of the kindred relative clause.” Certainly in the 
N. T. the direct question is frequently used instead of the 
indirect, indeed instead of the relative pronoun; also in the 
usual meaning “the disruption of the clauses, as well as the 
asyndetic transition to defatw without any subject,” is 
surprising. But, on the other hand, the discourse by the 

direct question evidently gains in liveliness, as it is, more- 

1 Gunkel incorrectly thinks that ver. 12 only discloses the unnaturalness of 
the conduct denounced in ver. 10, for w 3uveras evidently expresses impossibility. 

It is also to be observed, that in the last clause of ver. 12 aavuxéy (tdw~) is con- 

sidered as the fountain which cannot bring forth yavxd dw, and accordingly 
points to the bitter disposition, from which only that which is bitter (namely, 
the bitter xardépx), but not that which is sweet (namely, the svAcyia), can pro- 

ceed. Lange correctly observes, ‘‘that the multiplying of examples has the 
effect of illustrating the general application of the law of life here laid down ;” 
but he strangely supposes that ‘‘the individual examples have a symbolical 
meaning ;” the fig-tree, the symbol of a luxurious natural life ; the olives, the 

symbols of spiritual life, ete 
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over, peculiar to the diction of James; see, however, Ecclus. 

vi. 34, to which Schneckenburger appeals in support of the 

incorrect opinion that tvs is here the indefinite pronoun. 
— codos kal émuctiuwv| The same combination of these two 
words is found in Deut. i. 13, iv. 6, LXX., as the translation 

of the Hebrew {i221 03"; comp. also Hos. xiv. 9. If James 
here considered these two synonymous ideas as different, 

codes is to be referred to the general, and émorjpor to the 
particular. Wiesinger refers the former to the intelligence, 
and the latter to the practical insight into the correct 
judgment of any given case; others differently. — That 
whosoever is actually wise is to show it by action, is the 

chief thought of the following sentence. The construction of 
devEdtw with é« and the object following on it, reminds us 
of chap. i. 18: Sew ex Tov Epywv pov THY Tictw, but the 
relation is not entirely the same. In that passage w/otus is the 
invisible, which is to manifest itself as the visible by épya; but 
here both 4 xa avactpopy and ta Epya avrtod are visible; 
the former is the general, the latter is the particular, which as 

individual special manifestations proceed from it. The verb 
Seixvupe means here, as there, not to prove or demonstrate, but 

to show. The addition év mpaiitnri—which is to be connected 
neither with ra tpya avtod nor with THs Kadjs avactpodis, 
forming one idea, but belongs to de€dtw, more exactly 
defined by é« THs... avtod—has the principal accent, as 
mpaivtns codias, i.e. the meekness springing from wisdom, and 
therefore peculiar to it (opposite of opy7), is the necessary 
condition under which the showing forth of works out of a 
good conversation alone is possible. The mode in which the 
individual ideas of the sentence are united together is certainly 
somewhat surprising, but it is explainable from the fact that 
James placed together all the points which occurred to him as 
briefly as possible. James might have put tv copiay avdrod 
as the object belonging to deEatw ; but instead of this he puts 
Ta épya avtod, in conformity with the importance which 
works have to him, in which as faith (ii. 10) so also wisdom 
manifests itself. He then makes the idea codia to follow in 
the adverbial addition év mpaitnt. codics. The sentence 
might also be divided by a point after avactpogyjs; then the 

first clause would mean: let him show it out of a good con- 
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versation ; and the second clause might either be taken as an 
addition dependent on dev£atw (so Neander: “works per- 
formed in meekness suitable to wisdom”), or a verb would 
have to be supplied. However, the detachment of the second 
clause decides against this construction. os codod is not, 
with Schneckenburger, Theile, Wiesinger, to be supplied to 

avtov, as the reference to wisdom is contained in the 

additional clause; but also avrod must not be referred to 

coos (his works, that is, of the wise man), but it refers to 

the subject contained in devEdtw (thus Lange and Briickner). 
The whole idea mpairns codias is neither to be resolved 
into mpaecia copia (Beza, Grotius, Baumgarten, Semler, 
Gebser, Hottinger, Schneckenburger), nor into tpaivtns cody) 
(Laurentius), but to be explained: “the meekness which 
is proper to wisdom, and proceeds from it” (Wiesinger), or 
“in which ocodia evidences itself” (Lange).' With the 
emphasis on mpaitns James passes on to Bpadds eis opyny 
(chap. i. 29), of which what follows is a further explication. 

Ver. 14. As meekness belongs to wisdom, so he who has 
in his heart ros mixpos and épibeia boasts of wisdom 
without any right. As this was the case with his readers, 
James now directly addresses them: e¢ 5€... vere] To 
Eros, zeal,—— which is here, as frequently, used in a bad 
sense, —is added the adjective mxpos for the sake of 
strengthening it, perhaps with reference to vv. 11 and 12 
(Grotius, Pott, Gebser).— épifeta] has in the N. T. the 
meaning controversial spirit, or, more definitely, partisanship ; 

comp. Rom. ii. 8; 2 Cor. xii. 20 (see Meyer on both passages); 
Gal. v. 20; Phil. i. 17, ii. 3; in 2 Cor. xii. 20 and Gal. v. 20 
fArov and Ovuod are united together as plurals. — év 7H xapdia 
tyov]| in contrast with the word of his readers, boasting of 
their wisdom.—In the apodosis: pa Kataxavyaobe kat 
wevderbe kata Tis adnOeias| neither the first nor the second 
verb is to be converted into a participle; certainly cara in 
the first verb refers to cata THs addmO., and so far already 

contains the idea of lying, but James designed prominently to 
bring forward this, and therefore he adds xai wevderGe to” 
kataxavyacbe. On kataxavyaobe, comp. chap. ii. 13 (see 

1 Luther inaccurately translates the passage : ‘‘ who shows with his good con- 
versation his works in meekness and wisdom.” 
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Winer, p. 417 [E. T. 590, note 1]). In xataxavyacbe the 
reference is to others, in wevderGe to one’s own conscience 

(Lange). In order to avoid the tautology in wevdecGe and 
Kata T. adnOeias, Wiesinger understands by dAmOeia “ truth 
in an objective Christian sense—the Christian truth, by the 
possession of which they fancied themselves cogoé.”* But, 
on the contrary, it is to be considered that that which, 
logically considered, appears as mere tautology, receives 
another import, when not only the understanding but also 
the disposition is recognised as a factor of the construction : 
so it is here; compare, moreover, Isocrates, de pace, p. 165: 

duarevdecOan Tis adnGeias. 
Ver. 15. The character of the codéa from which bitter 

zeal and partisanship proceed.— ovx« éotw attn 9 codial 
avtn is not to be separated from 7 copia, but forms along 
with it the subject. Luther incorrectly translates: “for this 
is not the wisdom,” etc. By aitn 1 codia is meant that 
wisdom by which man has €#Aov mexpov in his heart, or that 
from which it springs; the predicate to it is: ov« éoTtw 
avoblev Katepyopéevn. —ovx éctw] emphatically precedes, and 
the participle takes the place of an adjective (de Wette, 
Wiesinger, Winer, p. 313 [E. T. 439]). Gebser, Pott, Schneck- 
enburger incorrectly explain é€otw xatepyouévn = Katépyerau. 
On the idea dvwOev xatépy. comp. chap. i. 17.— As an 
ungodly wisdom it is characterized by three adjectives which 

form a climax: é7riyetos, yuyixny, Saworimdns. — értyevos] 
expresses the sharpest contrast to dvw@ev Katepyouévn, that 
wisdom being designated as such which belongs not to heaven, 
but to earth. That it is sinful (“taking root in a whole life 
of sin,’ Kern, Wiesinger) is not yet expressed. James calls 
it Wuyixy]| inasmuch as it belongs not to the wvedua, but, in 
contrast to it, to the earthly life of the soul; see Meyer on 
1 Cor. ii. 14, and author’s explanation of Jude 19. These 
two first ideas are abstractly not of an ethical character, but 
they become so by being considered in contrast to the heavenly 
and the spiritual. It is otherwise with the third idea: dac- 
Hoviwdns. This word (az. Ney.) = devilish, betokens both the 
origin and the nature, and is to be taken not in a figura- 

* According to Lange, the theocratic truth is to be understood which the 
Jewish zealots professed to protect. 
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tive, but in its literai sense; comp. ver. 6, chap. iv. 7; incor- 
rectly, Hottinger: impuro genio magis quam homine digna. — 
The explanation of Hornejus contains arbitrary statements : 
terrena, quia avaritiae dedita est, quae operibus  terrenis 
inhiat; animalis, quia ad animi lubidines accommodatur; 

daemoniaca, quod ambitioni et superbiae servit, quae propria 
diaboli vitia sunt; and equally so that of Lange, who finds here 
characterized “ Judaistic and Ebionite zealotism,” and refers 

émuy. to “the chiliastic claims to the dominion of the earth.” ! 

Ver. 16. Reason of the judgment expressed in ver. 15. 
With the introductory words: é7ov yap Gros Kal épibeia, 
James points back to ver. 14; with the following words: éxei 
x.7.r., he names the fruit of fjros and é€pibeia; these are 
axatactacia and wav ghavrdov Tpaypwa; axatactacia] is 

uproar, disorder ; comp. Prov. xxvi. 28 ; otdua adoteyov trove 
axataotacias. An uproarious disorderly nature proceeds not 
trom God: ot yap éotw dkatactacias 6 Ocds, adr elpryvys, 

1 Cor, xiv, 35. — To this special idea, which is particularly 
brought forward on account of the condition of those to 
whom James writes, the general idea: every evil deed, is added, 
in order to lay stress on the fact that zeal and partisanship 
bring along with them the corruption of the whole moral 
life. Of a wisdom which effects this, it must naturally hold 

good what is said of it in ver. 15. — The supposition of Kern 
(Tiib. Zeitschr. 1835, II. 59), to which de Wette assents, that 

the here presupposed controversies between Jewish and Gentile 
Christians are alluded to, is properly rejected by Briickner. 

Ver. 17. The character of the true wisdom, which (in 
contrast to ver. 15) is designated as 7 avolev codia| 
comp. with this expression, Proy. 11. 6; Wisd. of Sol. vii. 
25, 26; Philo, de profug. p. 571: copia dvobev duBpnbcioa 
um’ ovpavod; de nom. mut.: ovpavios copia.— Tpa@tTov per 
ayn eat] By mpotov wév this characteristic is distinguished 
from the rest, which are introduced by éevra, because it 
belongs to its nature, “ designates its internal quality” (Kern). 
It is dyvy] ic. naPapa Kal dpuTrapos, undevos TOV capKLKOr 
dvreyowevn (Oecumenius); thus free from all impurity. 

Lange explains a@yv7) by consecrated ; incorrectly according to 

1 Without any justification, Schwegler finds here an allusion to the wisdom of 
the Gnostics, 
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N. T. usage; even in the classics, the reference to the gods 
sufficiently often steps into the background. — In the series 
of characteristics following after évrevta, which describe copia 
according to its mantfestations (Kern), the first three are named 
which indicate the contrasts to €jdos and épiOeia: etpnuixy| 
peaceful (comp. eipnvorrosos, Matt. v. 9): émruecens] fair, mild ; 
see on 1 Tim. iii. 3 (not = yielding): evmevOjs| dm. Rey. 
(opposite adevOys, Tit. iii, 5): easy to persuade, that is, 
pliant, not contending in party-strife.—Then follows pest 
éXéovs Kal Kaptra@v aya0ov] by which it’ is described as rich 
in active love: éd€ovs is particularly mentioned, because 
compassion is the most direct proof of love; comp. chap. 
i, 27, il. 13; xaprav ayabev forms the contrast to way 
gavrov mpaywa.— The series closes with two words—united 
by similarity of sound—advdxpitos, avuTroxpitos, which ex- 
press the contrast to everything of an uncertain and hypo- 
critical nature. advdxpiros] is differently explained according 
to the different meanings of the root dvaxpivec@ar; Luther 
renders it <z¢mpartial; Lorinus, Hornejus, Grotius (“sine 
partitione, nempe iniqua”), Baumgarten, Estius, Schulthess, 

Hottinger, Kern, Schneckenburger, Lange (“not separatistic, 
not sectarian”’), and others understand it in the same sense ; 

Beza explains it by “ quae non discernit homines ;” similarly 
Gebser wndivided, that is, those who have the true wisdom 

do not separate from each other; the explanation of Pott: 
pacificus, agrees with this; the Vulgate, on the other hand, 
renders it non judicans; and Semler: nec temere judicans 
de aliis Christianis, qui suo more vivunt. It is best to start 
from the meaning of dvaxpiveoOat as it occurs in the N. T., 
to doubt, and accordingly, with de Wette and Wiesinger, to 

take adsdxpitos = expers omnis cujuscunque ambiguitatis et 
dubitationis (similarly Wetstein = non duplex)." avu7roxpitos] 
is wnhypocritical, upright ; see Rom. xii. 9 ; 2 Cor. vi. 6.— 

These two characteristics are also added with special reference 
to the state of things among the readers. On aédvaxpitos, see 

1 The same signification is also adopted by Neander, when he says, having 
man in view: “‘ James requires inner unity of soul, assured conviction, so that 
the soul be not driven to and fro by extraneous considerations, and by con- 
flicting doubts. James’ meaning is hardly to be described in one word. The 
notion of impartiality or simplicity is most in accordance with it.” 
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chap. i. 6-8, ii. 4; on avu7oxprtos, chap. i. 22, 26, ii. 1.— 
All the characteristics are attributed to true wisdom from the 
effects which it produces among those who are partakers of 
it; since it makes them pure, peaceable, etc.; the virtues of 
which it is the source belong to it. 

Ver. 18. As in ver. 16 the fruit of &Xos, and thus of false 
wisdom on which it is founded, is named, so in this verse is the 

fruit of true wisdom, which is e¢pyvixn. — Kkaprros Sixaocdvns 
. omeiperas is a pregnant expression for: the seed, which 

yields the fruit of righteousness, is sown (Weisinger, Bouman, 
Lange). Suxavocvvy] is not justification (Gebser, Schnecken- 
burger), but righteousness or uprightness. The genitive is that 
of apposition, and announces wherein the xapzros consists. 
This xap7os Suxatoctvns forms the antithesis to adxatactacia 
Kat wav padrov mpaypya, ver. 16. Sixavocvvn is by various 
expositors incorrectly referred to the future life. — o7e/perar] 
is to be retained in its literal meaning, from which there is no 
reason to depart, when the pregnant form of the expression 
is kept in view. Briickner converts the idea without justifi- 
cation into that of dispersing, ac. of profuse spending ; Pott 
falsely explains omeipetas by Sei omeipecOa. The sower is 
not to be considered as God (Briickner), for from the whole 
context the discourse is not concerning the conduct of God, 
but of the Christian. The addition év etpyvn is not to be 
combined with xaprros Sixacocbvns (Rauch) or with ducacocdyns 
(Kern: righteousness before God, which manifests itself in 
peace with God) as one idea, but it belongs to the verb, and 
announces the condition by which only the seed sown yields 
the fruits of righteousness ; it is in antithesis to Gros Kat 

épOeia, ver. 16.— De Wette incorrectly takes év eipivn = eis 
eipjvnv, in hope of peace. — tots rrovodow eipyvny] (= eipn- 
vorrovois, Matt. v. 9) is either the Dativus actionis (Wiesinger, 

de Wette, formerly in this commentary; Lange uncertainly) 
announcing who are the sowers, or Dativus commodi (Briickner, 

Bouman) announcing for whose use the «apzros dcx. is sown ; in 
the latter case the zrovodyTes eipnvnyv are likewise to be considered 
as sowers (de Wette considers it possible that the Dativus 
commodi may by its importance have supplanted iro tay 
«.7.r.). The latter explanation is more corresponding to the 
context, as it is already indicated in év eipnvn o7reiperar that 
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the sowing can only be by such as are in possession of 
codia eipnvixny, and it was particularly brought forward that 
the righteousness springing from the seed is only imparted to 
those who make peace. Accordingly, the meaning of the 

sententious expression is: that the seed of righteousness sown 
in peace yields righteousness only to the peaceable. This 
explanation agrees in essentials with that of Wiesinger and 
Bouman, also of Lange, who, however, blends with it some- 

thing foreign to it, and thinks on the future harvest of 
righteousness. Deviating from this, de Wette renders it: 
“The fruit (conduct, moral action) of righteousness is in hope 
of peace, as the seed of the heavenly harvest sown by them 
who practise peace.” Briickner: “ The fruit (the produce) of 
righteousness is in peace dispersed (namely, by God) for them 

who practise peace.” Kern: “ That which springs up for the 
peaceable as the fruit of their sowing, that is, of their peace- 
ful conduct, is righteousness before God, which manifests 

itself in peace with God.” 
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CHAPTER TY. 

Ver. 1. Before waéyas, <idev is to be repeated, after A B CX, ete. 
(Lachm. Tisch.). — Ver. 2. After zai roreusire, obn eyere is to be 
read, according to almost all testimonies (A B G K, etc.) ; only 
a few min. insert 62 (the reading of Mec.) ; several others (C &, 
etc.) read zai obx yere; recommended by Griesbach, guaranteed 
by Reiche; the insertion of the particle is explained from 
endeavouring more closely to connect the following with what 
goes before. — Ver. 4. Instead of the Ree. woryoi xal woryar/des, 
after G K, etc, A B, several vss. Bede have only poryarides 
(Lachm. Tisch.); &, pr. read only poryadrsédes, but corrected 
wood zai moryar. Theile, Lange, Briickner (also Reiche) cor- 
rectly consider the simple feminine as the original reading ; 
otherwise de Wette, Bouman, and others. — Tisch. 7 remarks: 
loco identidem considerato non possum quin teneam etiamnum 
lectionem jam in ed. anni 1841 a me defensam; see on this 
the exposition. Shas a rotrov after xéouov, and instead of 
the genitive rod ©zo3 the dative +# O«@.— Ver. 5. On the 
pointing of this verse, see exposition. — Instead of the Lec. 
zarwxnov, after G K, all min. vss. Theophylact, Oecumenius, 
Bede (Tisch.), Lachm. has, after A B &, etc., adopted zarwxsoev. — 
Ver. 7. A B&, very many min. etc., have, after dvrisrzze, the 
particle 6 (Lachm.), which is wanting in G K, many min. ete. 
(Rec. Tisch.); probably the 6 was omitted to give to the 
sentence an independent form; so also Lange; Bouman other- 
wise: 6: fulciendae orationis caussa inculcatum est. — Ver. 10. 
The article rod is to be omitted before xvgiov, according to the 
testimony of A B K x, ete. — Ver. 11. Instead of zai xpiva», Rec. 
after G K (Reiche, Bouman), etc., is, with Lachm. and Tisch., to 
be read % xpivwy, according to the testimony of A B, several min. 
vss. etc. — Ver. 12. After A Bs, many min., almost all vss., 
the words zai zpirys are, with Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. ete., to be 
added to 6 vozedérn¢; they are wanting in the Rec. (after G K, 
etc.); so also, according to the testimony of almost all autho- 
rities, the particle is to be added after od. — Instead of the 
Ree. ts xpiverg, after G K, ete. (Bouman), ¢ xp» is, with Lachm. 
and Tisch., to be read, after A B®, several min.; also recom- 
mended by Griesbach ; and instead of the Mec. riv ¢rzpoy, likewise 
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with the same editors, riv <Anofov is to be read, after A Bx, etc. 
— Ver. 13. The Elz. ed. reads oywepov 7 aipov (thus in Br, 
Lachm.); but A G K, very many min. etc., have the reading 
adopted by Tisch.: oju. xai adpov, which must be considered 
genuine, as 7 appears to be a correction for the sake of simplifi- 
cation. — The Sec. (ed. Steph.) has the conjunctives opevow- 
usha, romowuer, guropevonucda, xeponowuer, after G K, several min. 

etc. In A the two first verbs are in the conjunctive; in 8 only 
the first verb, the others in the indicative ; Bb, very many min. 
Vulg. and other vss. have only the indicative ; so Lachm. and 
Tisch. The conjunctive appears to be a correction. — éva, 
following évaurév, is omitted by Lachm.; the omission is, how- 
ever, too slightly attested by Bs, Vulg. etc., and, besides, is 
easily explained as the statement of time here expressed by éva 
appeared unsuitable.— Ver. 14. Before rs atpsov Tisch. reads, 
after G Ks, the article +6 (Zec.); Lachm., after A, re¢; Butt- 
mann, after B, has omitted the article; he has also omitted the 
words yép and 4 after sofa, according to his statement after B 
(which Tisch. has not remarked), so that his reading is: cirmwe¢ 
ox éxioracbe rs apiov roin Cwn iuov; See exposition. — After 
aris Lachm., according to A, Vule., has omitted the particle 
yap; it is, however, probably genuine, and only removed from 
the text as interrupting the sense. — Instead of the Ree. éoriv 
(after G, etc.), which is defended by Reiche and Bouman, Lachm. 
and Tisch. have rightly adopted ¢ore; attested by A B K, very 
many min.; the change into éorfv is easily explained. In® the 
words aris yap gore are entirely awanting. — The Rec. trura 6: 
is a correction of the more difficult grera zai, attested by A B 
K X, ete.; G has vera 6: xa/,— Ver. 15. Buttmann reads ééAz 
instead of ésA%o7, against the testimony of all authorities. 
The indicative Cjoouey ... corqoouev (Lachm. Tisch., after A Bw, 
etc.) is to be preferred to the Rec. Cjowuev .. . rorjowuer (after GK, 
etc.), not only according to authorities, but on account of the 
thought (Wiesinger, Lange). In some mss. and vss. Zjowmev.. . 
sojoouev 1S found; this reading is incorrectly defended by 
Fritzsche (Leipz. Lit. Z., and Winer and Engelhardt’s newes krit. 
Jowrn. V. 1826), Theile, Reiche, Bouman, and others ; Winer, 
p- 256 [E. T. 357], prefers to read both times the conjunc- 
tive ; see exposition.—Ver. 16. Instead of xavydodz, 8 alone 
has zaraxuuydodc.— Instead of the form draZovetass (B** K, 
Lachm. Tisch. 2, Buttm.), Tisch. 7 has adopted the form 
araCoviass (A B* G). 

Ver. 1. The section beginning with this verse is in close 
connection with what goes before, pointing to the internal 
reason of the disorders in the congregations referred to. The 
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sudden transition is to be observed from'the sentiment directly 
before expressed, that righteousness prospers only in peace, to 
the impressive question: 7o@ev mrodNewot x.7..] an answer to 
which follows in a second question “appealing to the con- 
science of the readers” (Wiesinger).— wdAeuot ... pdyac] 
synonymous terms, only to be distinguished by the first 
denoting the general condition, and by the second the single 
phenomena (Wiesinger, Lange, Bouman: 70Aeuos = vehe- 
mentior dimicatio, “dyn = minus aperta concertatio); correctly 
Laurentius: non loquitur apostolus de bellis et caedibus, sed 
de mutuis dissidiis, litibus, jurgiis et contentionibus, Several 
expositors, as Pott, Schulthess, Schneckenburger, arbitrarily 
limit these oAeuos to contentions between teachers ; according 
to de Wette and Wiesinger, contentions concerning meuwm 
and tuwm are to be understood; but in what follows the 
olject is not stated, but the cause of the contentions and dis- 
sensions among the readers."— The repetition of wd@ev is 
explained from the liveliness of the emotion with which James 
speaks. — év wtpiv] among you.—The demonstrative ov« 
évtedbev emphatically points to what follows; Bouman: 
graphica rei significatae est informatio, qua primum intento 
tanquam digito monstrantur, deinde diserte nominantur at 
yoovai ; Michaelis incorrectly assumes this as a separate ques- 
tion = ov« é« Tod Koopou TovTov, John xviii. 36. By é« tov 
noovav vueov the internal reason of these dissensions is dis- 
closed. d0vai is here by metonymy = ézvOuplas; they are 
lusts directed to earthly riches; not “a life of sensual indulg- 

ence as realized lusts” (Lange). — Tv otpatevopévay ev Tois 
Hédeow wpov] The lusts have their seat—as it were their 
encampment (Wiesinger)—in the members (see on chap. 
iii. 2);? they, however, do not rest there, but according to 

their nature wage war (otpatevovtac). Estius (with whom 
Bouman agrees) incorrectly explains it: cupiditates, tanquam 
milites, membris vestris, ut armis utuntur ad opera peccati, by 
which éy is falsely understood. Calovius, Baumgarten, and 

1 According to Lange, James has in view all the hostile dissensions of the 
Jewish people (Pharisees, Sadducees, Essenes, Alexandrians, Samaritans) and of 

the Jewish Christians (Nazarenes, Ebionites, etc.). 
* Incorrectly Laurentius: Per membra hic intellige non tantum externa 

membra, sed et internos animi affectus. Still more strangely Lange explains r@ 
#ian as “ the members of individuals and the members of the people.” 
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de Wette, after 1 Pet. ii. 11 and Rom. vii. 23, supply «ata 
Ths wuyxijs or Tod vods ; but if James had meant the fight of 

the lusts against the soul or the reason, he would have more 
plainly expressed it. Gebser, Schneckenburger, Lange, and 
others (Briickner comprehends both) understand it of the 
strife of the desires against each other; but this is evidently 
a foreign thought. According to Wiesinger, “ the strife arises 
and is carried on because the évs@upety has as its opponent an 
ovn éyew ... ov dUvacbar éritvyeiv, against which it contends.” 
But it is better to refer the otpatevec@as to everything which 
hinders the gratification of the desires. As in what follows 
émOupette refers to ai ndovat, and dovevete Kat EnrovdTe to 
the idea orpatevecOar, James appears chiefly to have intended 
the opposing strivings of others against which the »dova/ con- 
tend. From this internal war arose the woAeuoe cal payau." 

Ver. 2 describes in a lively manner the origin of these 
external strifes. The stages are émuOupeire ... hovevete Kal 
EnrodTe .. . udxeoOe kat mworeueite; the second succeeds the 
first because it is without result, and the third the second for 

the same reason. — émvOvupette] here in a bad sense referring 
to Tay 7dovev, ver. 1. It is evident that the object to be 
thought on is worldly possessions; James does not mention 
the object, because he only required to express “the covetous 
impulse ” (de Wette). It is unsatisfactory to think only on 
the desires of individuals. James rather describes the conduct 
of the churches to whom he writes; these, discontented with 

their low position in the world, longed after earthly power to 
which, as the church of God, they thought they had a claim. 
This striving made them consider persecution as a reproach ; on 
the contrary, James exhorts them to count it as a joy (chap. 1. 2). 
This also produced among them that respect of persons toward 
the rich of the world for which James blames them. ‘This was 
also the source of internal division; the affiuent in the church 

despising the poor instead of imparting to them of their 
wealth, and only striving after an increase of their riches; 

whilst the poor grudged the rich their possessions, and accused 
them of being the children of the world. Thus in these 
churches occurred the same strife which prevailed among the 

* Comp. Plato, Phaedr. xv.: xa} yp wortuous nai ordocis nal wdezcus oddiy ARO 

wapirs n 70 cwue nod wi rovrov taibvuias 3 consult also Cicero, de fin. bon. i. 13. 
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Jews, and was the source of factions among them. — By kai 
ov« éxeTe] the uselessness of émrvOupetvy is expressed, and also 

the motive to govevew xai fmdodv is assigned ; it is unneces- 

sary here, with Gebser, Hottinger, de Wette, to explain éyew 
=to receive ; it rather means: to have, to possess. The mean- 
ing is: from the desire follows not the possession, namely, of 
what is desired. — govevere «at Enrodte] As here the external 
action is not yet described, but the internal disposition, 
govevew cannot here be taken in its literal meaning, as Winer 
(p. 417 [E. T.589]), Lange, Bouman think. Many expositors, 
as Carpzov, Pott, Morus, Augusti, Gebser, Schneckenburger, 

and others explain it adverbially: “even to murder and kill- 
ing ;” but the position of the words contradicts this explana- 
tion; if the idea &Aovre was to be strengthened by dovevere, 
it must be placed first. Other expositors, as Erasmus, Calvin, 

Beza, Piscator, Hornejus, Laurentius, Benson, Schulthess, 

Hottinger, and others, solve the difficulty by the conjectural 
reading $@ovetre ; but this reading has not the slightest support 
in authorities. Nothing remains, as Wiesinger correctly 
remarks, than to explain qovevew here, with Estius, Calovius, 

also de Wette (who, however, wavers), according to 1 John 
iii. 15, of internal hatred,’ and “to justify this word by the 
boldness of the expression prevailing in this passage ; comp. 
TMOde“or Kal payat, otpateverOar, povyot (more correctly 
povyadides),” Wiesinger. It is true that then an anti-climax 
would seem to occur; but this is only in appearance, as in point 
of fact €nrovv (hostile zeal already ready to break out in word 
and action) presupposes internal qovevewv.? —xal od dvvacGe 
emituyeiv| namely, that for which you hate and envy. What 
follows on this are woXeuor, therefore James closes with 
pdxerOe Kai trodeuetre, in which likewise the answer to the 

question m7oev roreuor, TOOev wayat is contained (Wiesinger). 
With ov« éyere, which does not stand in the same relation 

to payeoOe KT... as Kal od Suv. émituxeivy does to gov. kK. 

1 Stier in his exposition remarks: ‘‘ James means hatred, but he speaks of 
killing and murdering, namely, in a spiritual sense, in order to designate hatred 
as an attack on one’s neighbour;” his translation: ‘“‘ye smite” (instead of 

Luther's : ‘‘ye hate”), is not, however, justified by this. 
* The explanation of Oecumenius is peculiar, but not to be justified : Qovsvew 

Quoi revs thy tavrav QPuxny awoxcivwyras suis ToAUnpuis TaUTas Lainctipioeol, Ou as 
Se A See 

XGi O Tos THY tUTESiiay HUTO.S TOAS“OS, 
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fmr.,. James resumes the foregoing ov« éyete and ov Svvacbe 
émituyxelv, in order to assign the reason of this “ not having,” 

° \ \ \ > a e al 

etc.; the reason is va TO pu) aitetoOar vas, thus the want 
of prayer.” That prayer for earthly things is heard, is not 
an opinion peculiar to James, but a divine promise ; in which 
only this is to be observed, that the prayer must be no 
Kakas aitetc@at; see the following verse. 

Ver. 3. James apparently again resumes the last expres- 
sion, whilst he now grants aite?re to his readers; but as he 

designates this their asking as xax@s atteto@a, he does not 
consider it as an actual prayer, so that the foregoing declara- 
tion is nevertheless true. It is therefore inaccurate to resolve 
aiteire into “or even if you ask.” *— On the interchange of 
middle and active forms, see Winer, p. 229 [E. T. 321]. The 

middle form naturally suggested itself in ver. 2, prayer for 
others being not the point under consideration; but in the 
next clause, as James wished to lay stress on the active side— 
of prayer in antithesis to XawSavew—he used the active form. 
“ Hgotistical praying for oneself” (Lange) is incorrectly under- 
stood by the middle. — «ai ov AapPavere] emphasizes the 
uselessness of their asking, the reason of which is assigned by 

. , lal ? a lal . 

the following: 8v0Ts Kaxas aiteicGe. xKaxas finds its explana- 
tion in the following #a; your prayer is therefore evil, 
“because it has no other object than daravay év tais ndovais. 
Incorrectly Gebser: “for your prayer must implore only for 
true heavenly blessings.” The discourse is here rather of the 
temporal condition; this, James observes, continues with you 
a poor and depressed one, because ye ask for a better one 
only in order to be able to indulge your lusts. — daravay] to 

? Accordingly, not a comma is to be put after woasu:irs, but a full stop; thus 
Tischendorf and Lachmann. Stier incorrectly explains it : ‘‘it thus remains at 
the close as at the beginning, Ye have not.” 

2 In this passage the exposition of Lange reaches almost the climax of arbi- 
trariness. He here assumes a fourfold gradation—(1) desiring ; (2) murdering 
and envying; (3) fighting and warring; (4) asking and not receiving; and 
corresponding to these—(1) not having ; (2) not receiving ; (3) an increased not 
having ; (4) an increased not receiving. The first stage denotes Judaism full 
of chiliastic worldly-mindedness up to the time of the N. T.; the second, the 

attitude of the Jews toward the Christians; the third, the Jewish war ; and 
the fourth, Judaism after the destruction of Jerusalem. 

3 Semler very strangely paraphrases it: scio, quosdam vel publicis precibus 
(et exsecrationibus, iii. 9) eam in rem parcere, mala omnia precari imperatori et 
magistratui Romano. 

Meyrin. —JAxEs. M 



178 THE EPISTLE OF JAMES. 

expend, spend (Mark v. 26); here, in a bad sense, to squander, 
to lavish. Suidas: Aaurpas Civ Kai orafav; the object to 

the transitive verb is “that for which you pray.” €év Ttais 
ndovais vuev] not with, but im your lusts. Wahl incorrectly 
explains Saravadv év —sumtum ponere in aliqua re, ic. TeOévat 
Ta xpnwata év tut; this meaning combines davavay with 
eis. The sense is not “for the gratification of your lusts” 
(Baumgarten), but governed by your lusts. 

Ver. 4. poryarides] The Rec. pouyot Kal pouyan ides has 
not only the most important authorities against it, but is also 
easily explained, because the term was taken in its literal 
sense, which is expressly done by Augusti, Jachmann, and 
Winer. The context, however, proves that the literal meaning 
is not here to be retained. If the idea is used in a jigurative 
sense, according to the view which prevails in Ps. lxxiii, 27 
(Isa. lvii. 3 ff.; Ezek. xxiii. 27), Hos. i. 2, 4, and other passages 
of the O. T. (comp. also Matt. xii. 39, xvi. 4; as also 2 Cor. 
xi. 2; Rev. i. 22), and as the context requires, then every 
reason for a distinction of sex ceases. Theile, Lange, Briickner 
have therefore correctly declared for the reading povyanides. 
Theile’s opinion: non minus recte singuli homines scorta 
dicuntur, quam totum genus atque universa aliqua gens 
scortum, is so far inappropriate, as the expression wovyadides 
used “ of individuals in the church of God is certainly singular ” 
(Wieseler); it is here to be referred not to individuals, but 
to the churches to whom James writes (not “the Jewish 
factions into which Judaism was sundered,” Lange); so also 
Briickner. These, according to the conduct described by 
James, had fallen away from God, and therefore James, full 

of moral indignation, addresses them with these certainly 
severe words. — ov« oidate, OT] points the readers to their 
own conduct.— 1) dita tod Kocpov] By Kocpos expositors 
understand either worldly goods (Pott, Gebser, Hottinger, 
Schneckenburger, Theile, Wiesinger) or worldly desires 
(Didymus, Laurentius), or both of these together (de Wette, 
Stier); and by 7 gvAda rod xocpou, the inclination of the heart 
diverted toward worldly things. But it is more correct to 
take «éopos in the same sense as in chap. i. 27 (see explana- 
tion of that passage), and to understand 1 ¢iAla Tod Koopov 
of reciprocal friendship; yet so that active conduct toward 
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the world here predominates. The Christian who aims at 
worldly glory conforms himself (contrary to the admonition 
in Rom. xii. 2) to the world, attaching himself to its pursuits, 
and is thus inclined to it with his heart, his endeavour at 

the same time being to be esteemed and not despised by the 
world. The explanation of Piscator: amicitia cum impiis, is 
in essentials correct. The term giAda (ar. Ney. in N. T.) does 
not suit the usual explanation.’ — éyOpa tod Ocod] expresses 
as @idia Tod KoOcpouv a reciprocal relation; yet here also the 
active reference predominates, on account of which most 
expositors explain it directly by y@pa eis Ocov (Rom. viii. 7), 
although Pott gives also the explanation: ad ejusmodi agendi 
rationem nos abripit, quae Deo displicet, nosque privat amore 
divino. Lachmann, following the translation of the Vulgate : 
inimica, has adopted the reading éy@pa, by which, however, 

the peculiar force which consists in the opposition of the two 
substantives is removed.— From the judgment here expressed 
concerning the Alia Tod Kdcpov, James infers the sentiment 
that follows: odv, therefore. — ods av obtv BovrnOn «.7.r.] By 
the usual explanation of Ada 7. xoopov, and of the corre- 
sponding didos Tod Kocpov, BovdnOA is at all events discon- 
certing. Whilst some expositors urge that by it designed and 
conscious intention is designated (Baumgarten),and others oppose 
it to the actual deed,” and find the idea expressed that even 
the simple inclination to the love of the world (de Wette: 
“ whosoever has perchance willed to love the world”) effects 
éy@pa tod, Qeod,? Schneckenburger, on the contrary, says: 
verbi SovAnO7 cave premas vim. With each of these explana- 
tions the expression retains something strange, which also 
is not removed by distinguishing, with Lange, the “formal” 
and the “material intention,” and understanding Bovdn?7 
only of the latter. But it is different as soon as xocpos is 

1 According to Lange, the friendship with the world consisted ‘‘ in the chiliastic 
desire of the enjoyment of a worldly glory which was only coloured with hier- 
archical piety.” 

- ® Laurentius states this opposition in the most definite terms: non si tantum 
est inimicus Dei, qui est ipso opere amicus mundi, sed etiam ille, qui cum non 
possit, vult tamen . . . et sic voluntate implet, quod ipso opere non potest. 

* Similarly also Wiesinger: ‘‘James brings under the same judgment not 
only the decided and expressed love to the world, but even the inclination to 

step into such a relation to the world.” 
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considered not as an aggregate cf things but of persons, since 
then ¢iAla, as above remarked, consists in a reciprocity. The 
meaning is: Whosoever, although a Christian, giving himself 
up to the pursuits of the world, will live in friendship with it, 
and thus will be not despised but esteemed and loved by it, 
has directed to it his wish (SovdnO7)'—he (thereby) is con- 
stituted an enemy of God; éy@pos tod Oecod] is likewise used 
in the sense of reciprocal relation, although here the passive 
meaning predominates. — xa@ictata:] has here the same 
meaning as in chap. ili. 6 (so also Lange); it is generally 
rendered incorrectly = €ore; inaccurately by Theile — fit, 
sistitur ; by Schneckenburger = stands there as ; by Bouman — 

constituitur divino in judicio. 
Vy. 5, 6. The views of expositors differ widely in the 

interpretation of these verses. At first sight the words 
following Aé€yes appear to be a quotation from the O. T. 
which James has in view. That of the older and some of 
the more recent expositors assume this to be the case, although 
they differ from each other, some combining pos $@ovov 
directly with Aeyez, but others including it in the quotation 
Against this explanation, however, is the circumstance that 

the words supposed to be here quoted nowhere occur 
in the O. T. Such a passage has accordingly been sought 
for, where a similar thought is expressed, but almost every 
expositor has fixed upon a different passage. Many expositors 
seek to remove the difficulty by supposing that James does 
not here quote any single definite passage, but only a 
sentiment contained in the O. T. generally, or in several 
of its expressions. Opposed to this idea, however, is, first, the 
uncertainty whether James will confirm by it the statement 
contained in what precedes or in what follows; and secondly, 
the formula of quotation pointing to a definite passage, par- 
ticularly as Aéyee is not = Aade?z. But, moreover, the clause 

peiCova 6€ Sidwow xapiy is against the view here indicated, 
since these words cannot be reckoned as part of the quotation, 
because James only afterwards quotes the O. T. passage from 
which they are derived; but, also, they cannot be considered 

1 In essentials Estius correctly says: Terribilis valde sententia adversus eos 
qui suas actiones et studia componunt ad gratiam humanam. Hoc enim vere 

est esse amicum hujus seculi. 
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as a statement of James not belonging to the quotation, 
because 6€ closely connects them to what directly precedes. 

REMARK.—The various O. T. passages which have been con- 
jectured are as follows:—Gen. iv. 7 (Rauch); Gen. vi. 3, 5 
(Grotius) ; Gen. vill. 21 (Beza, Ernest Schmid); Num. xi. 29 
(Witsius); Ps. xxxvii. 1 and Ixxiii. 3 (Lange); Ps. exix. 20 ff. 
(Clericus); Prov. xxi. 10 (Michaelis); Song of Solomon vill. 6 
(Coccejus); from the Apocrypha Wisdoin of Solomon vi. 12 
(Wetstein), and others. Benson supposes that James has in 
view the N. T. passage, Matt. vi. 24; Staudlin, that he has in 
view that passage and also Gal. v. 17; Storr, the latter passage 
only ; and Bengel,1 Pet. ii. 1 ff. Semler thinks that the passage 
is here cited from the “Testimony of the Twelve Patriarchs ;” 
and Gabler, that the words are borrowed from a lost prophetical 
book. In recent times, Engelhardt (Remarks on Jas. iv. 5, 6, in 
the Zischr. f. d. Luth. Theol., by Delitzsch and Guericke, 1869, 
Part IT.) has expressed the opinion that Isa. lxii. 8-11, Ps. 
exxxil. 12, 13, and Hos. i. 2, 15, form the groundwork of these 
words of James. Wolf, Heinsius, and Zachariae refer the 
words to the thoughts contained in what follows; Theile, de 
Wette, Briickner (also first edition of this commentary), to the 
thoughts contained in what precedes—that the friendship of 
the world is enmity with God. 

If the words mpos @Oovov éruroOet x.7.r. do not form the 
quotation belonging to ) ypady Aéyex, it is to be assumed that 

James here already had in view the scripture adduced after 
duo reyes in ver. 6, but that he did not yet state it, because 

the sentiment expressed in those words obtruded itself 
upon him in confirmation of od xevas (Wiesinger). pos 
Oovey cannot, as Gebser and others suppose, be united with 
reyes; for if one takes it to be equivalent to de invidia or 
contra invidia, there is this against it, that in what goes before 
there is no mention of envy; or if it is taken adverbially, then 
it appears as an appendage drageing after od xeves, which 
would be added the more unsuitably, because, as de Wette 

correctly remarks, it cannot be perceived what meaning can 
be attached to the assurance that the scripture does not 
speak enviously. Most expositors rightly refer it to ésru7oet, 
which, without the addition, would be too bare; it is added 

to this idea as an adverbial and more exact statement = in an 
envious, jealous manner, for the sake of strengthening it. It 
is linguistically incorrect to explain wpds P@ovoyv émumobety = 
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eriOupely kata Oovov, Gal. v. 17 (thus Luther: “the spirit 
lusteth against envy ;” Bengel, Stier; also Lange: “the spirit 
longeth over against and in opposition to envy ”), since pos, 
although it may be used in a hostile relation (Luke xxiii. 12; 
Acts vi. 1), yet does not in itself express a hostile reference. 
The explanation of many ancient and some recent expositors 
(Bede, Calvin, Beza, Grotius, Hottinger, Gabler, Bouman, and 

others), taking mpos p0ovov=ad invidiam, is also unsuitable ; 
for, on the one hand, ézu7ro@ety is not = proclivem esse, and, 

on the other hand, it is contradicted by the connection in 
which there is not the slightest allusion to envy. With the 
correct explanation of mpos $Oovov, To mredua 5 KaTeKnoEV 
(cat@xicev) év tyiv is either subjective, “the Spirit of God,” 
or objective, “the spirit of man.” In the first case émurobe? 
has no object. De Wette, Briickner (so also Schneckenburger 
and some of the other expositors) supply mas as the object. 
Engelhardt, on the contrary, will supply no object, thinking 
“the supposed translation of the verb 83? is conclusive against 

an object ;” but S32? requires an object no less than ézrvrodeiv, 
as it is, as well as the other, a relative (not an absolute) verb. 
By this interpretation év dyiv is to be understood of Christians, 
in whom the Holy Spirit (according to Engelhardt: “by the 
covenant of baptism”) has taken up His abode. In the second 
case, the subject is not expressed. Wiesinger supplies 
6 @eds. There is no difficulty in this completion, the less 
so as the preceding 7 ypady, which, in connection with réyex, 
is personified (comp. Gal. iii. 8, rpowodca % ypady}), points to 
God, with whom it is, as it were, identified. This second 

explanation would deserve the preference before the first, as 
it is not apparent why James here, instead of simply God, 
should name the Holy Spirit, whom he has not elsewhere 
mentioned in his whole Epistle, and because the specification 
of an object belonging to ézuofez, which is essentially 
required for the thought, can scarcely be wanting. Certainly, 
in this second interpretation, 6 xatr@knoev év tyiv added to 
mvedua is difficult, not so much on account of the formation 
of the expression, as because this addition appears to be a 
very unimportant remark. But it is otherwise with the 
reading xat@xicev, as then the relative clause marks “the 
right of propriety as the ground of explanation of envious 
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love” (Wiesinger). According to this view, the passage is to 
be explained: Or think you that the seripture says in vain 
—(rather God) enviously desires the spirit which He has made 
to dwell in us, but He gives the greater grace—wherefore rt says, 
ete. —It is yet to be remarked that doxety has the same 
meaning as in chap. i. 26; «evds, that is, without contents, 

corresponding to the truth; comp. Kevol dodyour, Eph. v. 6 
(Plato, Zach. 1966). The adverbial import of zpos POovor is 
justified by the usage of the Greek language; see Pape’s 
Worterb.: the word mpos; Winer, p. 378 [E. T. 529]; 
Buttmann, p. 292 f. [E. T. 340]. The verb ésrezoGety is also 
elsewhere in the N. T. construed with the accusative. The 
idea that God cherishes an “envious and loving longing” 
(Wiesinger) after the spirit of man, corresponds to the circle 
of ideas in the O. T., from which also the preceding pouyadides 
is to be explained. 

ReMARK.—The principal objections of Engelhardt—that the 
two members of the 5th and 6th verses are not in congruity, 
and that the scripture adduced in ver. 6 does not prove the 
thought expressed in ver. 4—are solved by the observation that 
the friendship of the world, in which man opposes himself to 
the will of God, is pride, and that those to whom God gives 
grace are none other than the humble, who disdain to be the 
arrogant friends of the world. It is erroneous when Engelhardt 
denies that an emphasis rests on od xevds, so that the grammatical 
construction forbids to make the idea zpis Qéévoy x.7.A. intervene 
as a contrast to evs; the asyndeton form is, besides, wholly 
suitable to James’ mode of expression; moreover, Engelhardt 
on his part finds himself constrained to supply a transitionary 
thought before pe/Zove 42 d/dwov. That James does not quote 
the scripture intended by him: directly after the first Aéyz, but 
defers it because he wished to emphasize that it was not vain 
and empty, may well surprise us, but it is to be explained from 
the liveliness peculiar to James. Moreover, in Rom. xi. 2-4, 
although not in the same, yet in a similar manner, the passage 
quoted is separated from the form of quotation: s/ Azyer 4 ypaoa, 
and in such a manner that the formula itself is taken up again 
by an 4&ad, referring to the intervening remark, before the 
intended passage. When Engelhardt thinks that the words in 
consideration are to be recognised as the quotation, because 
they are words which do not elsewhere occur in James, apart 
from this being anything but conclusive, it is, on the contrary, 
to be observed that wveju« understood of the human spirit 
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already occurs in chap. li. 26, and that the words zpi¢ pédvoy 
?aizode7) do not occur in the passages of the O. T. which James, 
according to Engelhardt’s opinion, had in view. 

Ver. 6. The words petfova &€ diSwow yapiv are explained 
from the fact that James already had in his view the passage 
of the O. T., afterwards quoted, from which these words are 

taken. The subject is the same as in the former sentence. 
The comparative does not express the comparison with 
the blessings which the world gives (Bede: majorem gra- 
tiam dat quam amicitia mundi; thus also Tirinus, Gebser, 

Pott, Winer, Schneckenburger, Kern), or after which those: 

invidi atque arrogantes, quos reprehendit, Jas. v. 2—4 
(Bouman), longed for; also it does not indicate “the greater 
measure of the comforting and satisfying Spirit as related to 
the longing Spirit” (Lange: “but he gives grace greater than 
the longing”), but “peSova suggests a comparison with a 
case in which there is no rpos @@ovov érimod.” (Wiesinger, so 
also de Wette); incorrectly Bengel: eo majorem, quo longius 
recesseris ab invidia. — 66]= therefore, because it is so (de 
Wette). 1 ypady is to be supplied to Aéyer. Kern in- 
correctly takes Xeyee impersonally: 7 is said. The passage is 
Prov. iii. 34, and is verbally quoted according to the LXX., 
except that here, as also in 1 Pet. v. 5, 0 Oeds is put instead 
of xvpios. The wtepndavor are those who, whilst they in 

striving after high things (ta ivnra dpovodytes, Rom. xii. 16) 
will be the friends of the world, are not ready to bear the 
reproach of Christ. That these are ¢y@poi tod Oeov, the 
scripture confirms by avtvrdocetar.— Opposed to these are 
the tazevol, that is, the lowly, those who tots tarrewwois 

cvvarrayouevot, Rom. xii. 16, seek not the friendship of the 

world, but humbly bear the cross of Christ. That these are 
piror tod Ocod the Scripture confirms by Sidwcw xdpw." 
Comp Ecclus. 11. 19, 20. 

1 The difficulty of the passage has induced some expositors to have recourse to 
arbitrary emendations ; thus Erasmus and Grotius explain the words from 3s 
atys to xdép asa gloss from 1 Pet. v. 5. Hottinger (with whom Reiche agrees), 
on the contrary, is inclined to erase the words from ysifove to aiysi, and to 

insert a 3: between é and @:s%s. Also Liicke, according to Gebser, considered 
those words a kind of gloss and error librarii to 4% ypagy atyes and reis rar. 313., 

ver. 6, and that the context is to be thus construed: apis Qéovov. . . bv duis a 

Doxsize OTs xtvas H yp. Abyts: 6 Osds YortpnPdvois x.7.A. 
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Ver. 7. From the sentiment expressed in the preceding, 
James infers (odv) several exhortations expressive of the duty 

of humility. — trotdynte ody tH Oem] The exhortation is 
addressed to the drepidavos: because God avtitaccetas them, 
they are to tmotdccew to God. In Schneckenburger’s 
explanation: plena obedientia vos Deo committite, ut sitis 
dovA0. Ocod, obedientia is incorrectly emphasized. Calvin’s 
is better: subjectio ista, quam commendat, hwmilitatis est ; 
neque enim generaliter hortatur, ut pareamus Deo, sed requirit 
submissionem.! — avtictnte 5& TH S:aBorAw] This exhortation 
is closely joined to the preceding; submission to God means 
resistance to the devil. This requirement was so much 
the more appropriate, as the readers wished to be the 
friends of the xdcpos, whose dpywv is the devil. — Kal 
gevEerat ad’ vuov] comp. Hermas, I. 2, mand. 12 (ed. 
Hefele, p. 380): dvvatae 0 daBoros tradaica, kataTanaica 
dé ov Svvatar. éay ovy avtiotns avTa, viKnOeis hevEeTar amd 
cov Katnoxyvppeévos. Calvin: Quamvis continuos insultus 

repetat, semper tamen exclusus discedit.— «ai after the 

imperative commencing the apodosis; so also in Matt. vii. 7 
and frequently. 1 Pet. v. 5-9 is to be compared with this 
passage, where upon the quotation of the same O. T. passage 
follow exhortations to humility before God, and to resistance 
to the devil. 

Ver. 8. In contrast to the last exhortation and promise is 
the exhortation éyyicate 7@ Oe@, united in a similar manner 
with a promise. Whilst the devil is to be kept at a distance 
by resistance, we are to draw nigh to God. “ éyyifeuv is not 
to be limited to prayer, but is to be understood generally of 
man’s turning to God” (Wiesinger). Comp. on éyytfev, Isa. 
xxix. 13; Heb. vii. 19.— Kai éyyset vyiv] corresponding to 
the preceding gev€eras ad’ tov. Similar expressions in 
2 Chron. xv, 2; Isa. lvii. 15; Zech. i. 3.— But in order to 
draw nigh to God, conversion from the former nature is 
necessary ; therefore xa@apicate yeipas ... ayvicate Kapdias. 

1 On account of its strangeness, we give here Semler’s remarks on this passage : 
Jacobus, Paulus, Petrus, Judas, uno quasi ore id confirmant, opus esse, ut 
Romanis et sic Deo se subjiciant (in which Lange finds no fault were it only said : 
ut Deo et sic Romanis) ; and afterwards: +4 diaforw, qui per rvetea Péovov vos 
suscitat adversus magistratum Romanum ; similar also, of course, Lange. 
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The cleansing of the hands consists in withdrawing them 
from evil and in employing them in good works ; the sanctifica- 
tion of the heart, in contending with impure desires, and in 

the cultivation of a holy disposition. The external and the 
internal must correspond; comp. Ps. xxiv. 4: a@@aos yepot 
kat ka0apos TH Kapdia. Pott erroneously supposes the first 
expression to be a symbolical designation of petdvora, and 
denies its reference to the externa vitae integritas (Carpzov). 
The reason why James names the hands is not only because 
they are the principal organa operandi, but also because that 
he, with éyyifew 7 Oecd, does not think exclusively on 
prayer; see 1 Tim. ii. 8. On dyvicate xapdias, comp. 1 Pet. 
i, 22; 1 John iii. 3.— dwaptadol .. . dSArvyor] This address, 
designating the present condition of the addressed, shows the 
necessity of petdvowa; dpwaptwroi, because instead of God, 
who chose them for His possession, they serve the lusts 

(jovats, ver. 1) of the xdcpos, corresponding to povyanises, 
ver. 4; dhéhvyor, because they would at the same time be 
Christians. De Wette’s explanation is too weak: ye undecided 
(between God and the world); Schneckenburger’s remark: 
hic sensu latiore sumendum quam, i. 8, is incorrect, for 

diaxpivec@ae there has its reason in the Christian giving his 
heart to the world instead of to God; see Zest. Aser. IIL. 
p. 691: of Surpdcwro: od Oecd adda Talis emiOupiats ad’Tav 
dovAevovet. — Calvin correctly remarks: non duo hominum 
venera designat, sed eosdem vocat peccatores et duplices 
animo. 

Ver. 9. The perdvora required in ver. 8 does not take 
place without grief and mourning for guilt. The conscious- 
ness of the latter is the road to the former; therefore the 
summons now to this mourning: taXavTwpicate Kal mev- 

Oxjcate Kal KXNavcate. ‘The repetition of «aé is an expression 
of emotion; tadaurwpety] in the N. T. aa. Xey. (the adjective 
in Rom. vii. 24; Rev. iii. 17; the substantive in chap. v. 1; 

Rom. iii. 16), literally, to suffer external hardships, as in 
Micah ii. 4, is here used of the internal condition: to feel 
unhappy, wretched, as the adjective in Rom. vii. 27.  Estius, 

a 

' Kern: As James considers man in reference to the divine grace as the 
receiver, so, on the other hand, he takes into account the free self-activity of man 

as the condition by which a relation of unity of man with God takes place. 
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Gagnejus, Grotius erroneously refer it to bodily castigations : 
affligite vosmet ipsos jejuniis et aliis corporis oxdAnpaywyias 
(Grotius) ; similarly Hottinger: sensum miseriae claris indiciis 
prodite; falsely also Beza: reprehendit davadynoiay in ad- 
versis. — mevOjcaTe Kat KNavoaTte] the same combination in 
Neh. viii. 9; 2 Sam. xix. 1; and in the N. T. Mark xvi. 10; 

Luke vi. 25; Rev. xviii. 15, 19: wail and weep. Grotius 
incorrectly explains wev@jcate—lugubrem habitum induite, 
saccum et cilicia; there is not the slightest indication that 
James had in view the external signs of mourning in dress 
and the like. If the foregoing exhortations point to a 
change of the lusts and joy of worldly life into godly 
mourning (tiv Kata Ocov AUTny, 2 Cor. vii. 10), this is still 
more definitely expressed in what follows, by which James 
passes from the outward manifestation (yéAws ... wévOos) to 
the internal state (yapa ... Katnpeva). — xatnpea] ar. rey. 
(the adj., Wisd. of Sol. xvii. 4), literally, the_casting down of 
the eyes, here indicates internal shame; in Plutarch, Them. 9, 

it is used synonymously with dvaeOvuia. Compare with this 
the picture of the publican in Luke xviii. 13. 

Ver. 10. Conclusion—carrying with it an O. T. colouring 
—of the exhortation, in which what has hitherto been said 

is summed up.—tatrew@Onte evotiov Kupiov| taTevoOnte 
in reference to tamrewvols «.T.r., ver. 6,— Kuplov] te. Oeod 
(comp. ver. 7), not Xpiotod (Grotius).— éveérvov] not = v7, 
1 Pet. v. 6: tamewwOnte tro THY... yelpa Tod Oeod, 
but expresses that the self-abasement is to take place in 
consciousness of the presence of God, who gives grace only to 
the humble; comp. Ecclus.. ii. 17: 0? hoBovpevor Kvpiov... 
EVOTLOV AVTOD TaTrELV@GOVEL TAS ruXYas avTOY.— Kal tryacet 
vpas| is to be referred both to the present concealed and to 
the future manifested glory of the humble Christian (comp. 
chap. 1.9). The contrasted ideas razrewodv and wody often 
occur; see in the O. T. Job v. 11; Ezek. xxi. 26; in the 

N. T. Matt. xxii. 12; Luke xiv. 11; 1 Pet. v. 6, and other 
places. 

Ver. 11. Without any indication of a connection with the 
preceding, James passes to a new exhortation, which, however, 

is so far closely attached to the preceding, inasmuch as 
humiliation before God carries with itself humility toward our 
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brethren. From the fact that this exhortation, although 
decidedly earnest, has yet undeniably a milder character than 
the former, and that James uses here the address aderdoi, 
whereas before it was povyadides, dwaptorol, divyou,' it is 

to be inferred that James now addresses, at least primarily, 
those who by the worldly ways of others felt induced to 
do those things against which he here exhorts them. — 
Mn) KaTadadeite aAdNAwY] KaTadadev only here and in 
1 Pet. ii. 12, iii. 16 (the substantive in 2 Cor. xii, 30; the 
adjective in Rom. i. 30; 1 Pet. ii. 1), to speak in a hostile 
manner against one; Luther, “to slander:” addnre@v] against 
each other. Estius, Semler, Pott, Gebser, Hottinger incorrectly 

restrict the exhortation to teachers.*»— 0 xatadXad@v «k.7.r. 
assigns the reason of the exhoztation. The two ideas xata- 
Aadka@v and xpiwy are indeed closely connected, but are not 
equivalent, since xatadaXety presupposes xpivery; they are 
here indicated as distinct ideas by 74.—By the addition 
aéekgod not only is the reprehensibleness of xatadaneiv 
emphasized (Schneckenburger: jam hoc vocabulo, quantum 
peccatur xatadanais, submonet), but also the reason is given 

for the sentiment here expressed catadaXel vowov. By avrod 
added to tov adedAdov this is brought out more strongly, whilst 
also the brotherly union is more distinctly marked than by 
the simple adedkgod ; incorrectly Bengel: fraterna aequalitas 
laeditur obtrectando; sed magis judicando. — xatadXanel vopou 
kal xplver vouov| By vowos the same law is here meant as in 
chap. i. 25, 11. 9, etc.: the law of Christian life, which 
according to its contents is none other than the law of love, 
to which aderqov and Tov adeAdov avrod already point. By 
reviling and condemning one’s brother, the law of Jove itself is 
reviled and condemned, whilst it is thereby disclaimed as not 
lawfully existing, and, as may be added, its tendency to save 

and not to destroy is condemned (Lange). The explanation of 
de Wette, that there is here a kind of play of words, in which 
is contained only the idea of contempt and disregard of the 

1 Lange incorrectly observes that there is no reason to see here a transition 
from one class to another. But it is not here maintained that James has in 
view a sharply exclusive distinction of different classes of his readers. 

* Wiesinger correctly says that we are not here to think of a contest between 
Jewish and Gentile Christians ; Lange incorrectly asserts that the primary 

reference here is to the internal divisions of Judaism, 
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law, is unsatisfactory.’ Grotius, Baumgarten, Hottinger quite 
erroneously understand by vouwos the Christian doctrine, and 

find therein expressed the sentiment, that whosoever imposes 
upon his neighbour arbitrary commandments designates the 
Christian doctrine as defective, and in so far sets himself up 
as its judge.” — With the following words: e¢ dé vowov xpivess 
x.T.A., the further consequence is added: but if thou judyest the 
law, thou art not a doer of the law, but a judge. — The particle 
8é serves to carry on the thought: ov« ef rountis vopou, ic. 
thou thereby departest from the attitude which becomes thee ; 
for the law is given to man that he might do it, but 
whosoever thinks he has right against the law, cannot be a 
doer of it, and consequently assumes a position which does 
not belong to him (Wiesinger), which position is, as the sequel 
says, GANG KpiT7s. Baumgarten, Gebser, Neander, Wiesinger, 
Lange, and others supply the genitive vdyov to xpitys; 
incorrectly, for (1) this would make this sentence and the one 
preceding it tautological; (2) it dilutes the idea «pets in its 
contrast to montis voyov; and (3) the sequel which is added 
to this idea xpirns, adverts not to the judging of the law, but 
to the judging of the man. The meaning is: Whosoever 
judges the law constitutes himself a judge, giving a law 
according to which he judges or pronounces sentence upon 
his neighbour. But this is not the province of man. The 
following verse tells the reason why it is not so. 

Ver. 12. One is the lawgiver and judge, (namely) He who 
can rescue (save) and destroy. The chief accent lies on eds, in 

opposition to men who presume to be judges. — 0 vopodérns 
cal KpiTys] The idea vouobérns is here introduced, because the 

1The opinion of Stier is mistaken: ‘‘ Whoever improperly and officiously 
notes and deals with the sins of other men, throws blame thereby upon the law 
of God, as if it were not sufficient ; for he acts as if he supposed it necessary to 
come to the help of the law.” 

2 Lange, in accordance with his view, supposes the reference to be to the 
Jewish ceremonial law, although he does not explain vowes as equivalent to 
doctrine. Also Bouman thinks that James has here in view the judicia de 

aliena conscientia ; but James does not indicate that among his readers disputes 
took place de sabbati veneratione, de licito vel illicito ciborum usu, ete. 
Augustine here arbitrarily assumes an attack upon the Gentile Christians. Cor- 
rectly Laurentius: Is qui detrahit proximo, detrahit legi, quia lex prohibet 
omnem detractionem, sed et judicat idem legem, quia hoc ipso quod contra 

prohibitionem legis detrabit, judicat quasi, legem non recte prohibuisse. 
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judging belongs only to Him who has given the law, and is 
adduced against those who by judging their neighbour act as 
lawgivers, whereas their duty is to obey the given law. The 
explanation of Morus is false: legislator et judex est una 

eademque persona; and Theile infers from this something 
entirely foreign: unus est legislator... idem uétriusque legis 
auctor: et severioris mosaicae et liberalioris christianae .. . 
isque etiam judex ... et legitimus et idoneus, idque et 
utriusque legis ef eorum qui alterutram sequuntur; of all 
which there is here no mention. —o dvvapevos cdcat Kat 
atrohéaat] serves for a more precise statement of the subject es 
(so also Briickner, Lange, Bouman); it mentions who this One 
is, and in such a manner that it is also announced why He 
and He only can be voyuobérns cal xpetns. Schneckenburger 
correctly observes: 0 duvdpevos ... articulus appositionis sig- 
num, ad subjectum eis pertinentis grammatice ; but incorrectly 
adds: ita autem ut, quoad sensum, melius in propriam 
resolvatur sententiam. Not only grammatically, but also ac- 
cording to the sense, 6 duvdpevos, etc., is to be most closely 
united to eis; therefore also Luther’s translation: “there is 

one Lawgiver who is able to save and to condemn,” is 
incorrect.’ — 6 dvvapevos] is not, with Schneckenburger, to 
be resolved into 6 éfeors, but is to be retained in its 
literal meaning. bengel correctly remarks: nostrum non est 
judicare ; praesertim cum exequi non possimus. — On oa@cat, 
see chap. ii. 14; on dondécaz, particularly Matt. x. 28. — od 
dé tis ef] expresses the insignificance of man, in contrast to 
0 Ouvdpevos «.7.d. (Schneckenburger), thus: “Thou who hast 
no power to save and to destroy ;” comp. Matt. x. 28.— The 
same question in Rom. xiv. 4, ix. 20.2— 0 xpivwv] Schnecken- 
burger: “¢how appos. ad pron. ov; qui articuli hanc vim 

1 Most expositors in the interpretation of this passage have failed in precision, 

being satisfied with giving only its general meaning. They appear for the most 
part to regard 6 duvdéusyos x.7.a. as an attribute of 6 vowotirns (the Rec. omits xa 

xpir%s) ; thus de Wette translates it: ‘‘One is the lawgiver and judge, who is 
able to save and to destroy.” Wiesinger gives here only a paraphrase which is 
wanting in definiteness: ‘‘ Judging us and our brethren belongs to Him alone 
(namely, to Him who as lawgiver is not under, but above the law), and He 
proves His exclusive right by His power to save and to destroy, with which 
He confirms His judicial sentence.” 

2 Yet is the cv here to be understood in definite antithesis to another, namely 
to God, on which‘account also 3 is added. It has therefore a more independent 
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nescierunt, loco participil posuerunt ¢ os oe — Tov Tyo lov] 
without the personal pronoun, as in Mark xii. 33; Rom. xiii. 

10, xv. 2. The Rec. tov étepov perhaps arose ee Rom. ii. 1. 

Ver. 13. The apostrophe commencing 'with this verse, and 
continued until chap. v. 6, has a character plainly distinguished 
from other portions of the Epistle—(1) by dye viv repeated ; 
(2) those addressed are neither directly designated as ddeAdo/, 
as is elsewhere the case with James (with\ the single excep- 
tion of chap. iv. 1 ff.), nor are yet characterized as members of 
the Christian church; (3) only their ah ele of God is 
described, and their judgment is announced without any call 
being added to desist from their practice and be converted ; 
so that this apostrophe contains not the slightest exhortation 
to repentance, as is the case with those addressed in ver. 8 as 
dpaptorot and dépvyou. All this is a sufficient proof that James 
has in view, as Oecumenius, Bede, Semler, Pott, Hottinger, and 

others have correctly remarked (differently Gebser, Schnecken- 
burger, de Wette, Wiesinger; Theile considers that Jewish 
Christians and Jews are here addressed), not so much the 
members of the church, as rather the rich (of mrovcvoz, v. 1), 
of whom it is already said in chap. ii. 6, 7, that they oppress 
the Christians and blaspheme the name of Christ, and who 
are already, in chap. i. 10, opposed to “the brother of low 
degree.” The severe language against them in an Epistle 
directed to Christians is sufficiently explained from the fact 
that, with many among them, as follows from ver. 1 ff., the 

same forgetfulness of God had gained ground. Also the first 
section (vv. 13-17) is of such a nature that the fault therein 
expressed affected many of the readers not less than the 
arrogant Jews.’ In this section, those addressed are at first 
characterized only according to their presumptuous security in 
their striving after earthly gain. — dye viv] dye, occurring 
in the N. T. only here and in chap. v. 1, is a swmmons, 
which also, with classical writers, is joined with the plural 

meaning than in the passages adduced from the Epistle to the Romans. In this 
there is reason for the editors Lachmann, Tischendorf, and Buttmann here 
placing a comma after ¢/, but not in those other passages. 

* Lange agrees with this in essentials, affirming that this section was princi- 
pally addressed to the Jews ; whereby he certainly proceeds from the erroneous 
supposition that the Epistle was directed to the Jews generally by the hands of 
the Jewish Christians, 
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(Winer, p. 458 [K. T. 649]).— viv] serves not only for 
strengthening (de Wette, Wiesinger), but likewise for connec- 
tion with what goes, before. As in what follows there is no 
summons to do anvthing, some expositors suppose that aye 
vov is designed only to excite attention; Grotius: jam ego ad 
vos; so also Pott, ‘Theile: age, audite vos. Others supply a 
thought; thus Schulthess: ws srove?re, or 2) KAA@S ToLetTe, 

and the like. D¢ Wette thinks that the summons to lay 

aside the fault is indirectly contained in the reproof. Wiesinger 
suggests ver. 16 ds the material for the designed imperative 
clause. It is more correct to assume that James has already 
here in view the imperative clause in chap. v. 1,—«Aavcarte 

éml tals TadaiTwplas vuav K.T.r.— placed after aye viv 
again resumed; thus Gebser, Hottinger, Schneckenburger ; 
similarly Lange, according to whom dye viv “refers to the 
announcement of the judgment, which comes out quite clear 
in chap. v. 1, but is here darkly and menacingly alluded to.” 
— ol Réyortes] ye who say. Réyerv is to be retained in its 
usual signification ; comp. chap. ii. 14. Theile, without reason, 
explains it: qui non solum cogitare soletis sed etiam dicere 
audetis. — o7pepov Kat avpiov] announces the precise duration 
of the intended journey—not when it should commence, but 
how long it should endure. With this explanation there is no 
difficulty in xa’; otherwise 7 (as the ec. reads) must stand. 
In «av there lies a greater confidence (Theile), as according to 
it a definite plan is fixed upon also for the morrow. Accord- 
ing to Wiesinger, different instances are here taken together, as 
in 2 Cor. xiii. 1 (so already Bengel: unus dicit hodie, idem 
aliusve cras, ut commodum est); according to this, ca’ would 
have to be explained: “and relatively” (see Meyer on that 
passage); but the indefiniteness contained therein does not 
suit the certainty with which these people speak. Lange’s 
meaning is unjustified: “that avpuoy is used for the undefined 
future subsequent to to-day.” — mropevodpueba] The indicative 
we shall journey expresses the certain confidence more strongly 

than the conjunctive let us journey; see critical remarks. — 
els Tvde THY TOA] Luther: into this and that city. This 
explanation is also in Winer, p. 146 [E. T. 201], who adduces 
for it tyvde THY Huépay in Plutarch, Symp. i. 6. 1; but Al. 
Buttmann (p. 90 [E. T. 103]), on the other hand, correctly 
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asserts that the pronoun in that passage, as every where among 

Greek authors, has its full demonstrative meaning, and en 

therefore it must be understood in James in the same sense ; 

thus Schirlitz (p. 222) observes that the pronoun is here used 
decxtix@s ; see also Liinemann’s remark in Winer, ed. 7, p. 153 ; 

still it is not to be explained, with Schneckenburger: in hance 
urbem, quae in conspectu quasi sita est; but, with Theile: 
certa fingitur, quae vero verie eligi potest. Those intro- 
duced as speaking mean each time a definite city ; but as 
this differs with different persons, James could only indicate 
it in an indefinite manner, and he does so by the pronoun 
by which each time a definite city is pointed to; thus into 
the city which the traveller had chosen as his aim. By 
mopeverOat eis T. Tod. is indicated not merely the going into 
the city, but also the journey to the city in which they would 
remain. — kai towoopev x.7.r.| we will spend there a year; 
voy with a designation of time, as in Acts xv. 33, xx. 3, 

and other places; in the O. T. Prov. xiii. 25 ; see also Nicarch. 
epigr. 35 (Jacobs’ ed.): €v tavtn meroinka toddy xpovor. 
Luther incorrectly translates it: “and will continue there a 
year ;”* for éveavtov éva is not the accusative of duration, but 

the proper objective accusative. The reading éva fittingly 
expresses the confidence with which those introduced as 
speaking measure out their time beforehand, but not “ their 
restless and unsteady conduct” (Lange). — cal éu7ropevadpucba 
Kat Kepdnoouev] Bengel: «ai frequens; polysyndeton exprimit 
libidinem animi securi. — éuzropevec az] = to trafic ; the final 
aim is designated by xepdjcowev. That aim is worldly gain, 
which, in carnal security, is recognised as certain to be realized, 

so that it cannot fail. Kern correctly remarks: “ Traffic 
is introduced only by way of example, as characterizing man’s 
doings with reference to the earthly life as contrasted with the 
life in God.”? 

Ver. 14. James opposes to carnal security the uncertainty 

1 Stier correctly : ‘‘ will spend there a year.” The opinion of Lange, that 
“‘roziv along with a definition of time may likewise have indicated that the time 
in question is busily employed,” is contradicted by 2 Cor. xi. 25. 

* Lange indeed assents to this; but he thinks that the apostle, with a pro- 
phet’s glance, evidently describes beforehand the fundamental trait of the 
diabolically excited worldliness of his people, as it afterwards became more and 
more developed. 

MEYER. —J AMES. N 
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-of the future and the transitoriness of life. — ofrwes] = ut 
qui; correctly Wiesinger: “ Ye who are of such a character 
that,” etc. — otx émictacbe To (Ta) THs avpiov] indicates the 
ignorance of what the next day will bring forth; comp. Prov. 
iii. 28, xxvii. 1: 2) Kavyd ra eis avfpiov, od yap ywwooKes Th 
réEerat 7) éemvovoa: thus whether life will still last. What 
follows shows that James had this chiefly in view. — rola 
yap 7 Cw tuav;] yap gives an explanation of ov« érictacbe. 
—roia] as in 1 Pet. ii. 20, how constituted? with the sub- 
sidiary meaning of nothingness. By the reading adopted by 
Buttmann: oftuves ove érictacbe THs avptoy rola Cw vuor, 
the genitive TAs avpiov is dependent on vrola fw; thus, “ Ye 
know not how your life of to-morrow is circumstanced.” This 
idea is evidently feebler than the usual reading, for it is sup- 
posed that they yet live on the following day, which according 
to the other reading is denoted as doubtful. — atpls yap éore 
«.7.r.| yap refers to the idea lying at the foundation of the 
preceding question, that life is entirely nothing. — datwis (in 
the N. T. only here and in Acts u. 19, in an O. T. quota- 
tion), literally breath; thus in Wisd. of Sol. vii. 25, synony- 
mous with dzoppoa, has in the O. T. and the Apocrypha 
chiefly the meaning of smoke; thus Gen. xix. 28: atpis Kapivov; 
so also Ecclus. xxii. 24 ; Ezek. viii. 11: atpls tod Ovupudparos ; 
Eeelus. xxiv. 15: AvBavov atpuis; see also Joel iii. 3; Ecclus. 

xliii. 4; in the classics it also occurs in the meaning of vapour. 
According to Biblical usage, it is here to be taken in the first 
meaning (smoke) ; thus Lange ; Luther translates it by vapour; 
de Wette and Wiesinger, by steam. — eéore is stronger than 
the Rec. éote; not only their life, but also they themselves are 
designated as a smoke; as in chap. i. 10 it is also said of the 
mrovatos, that he shall fade away as the flower of the grass. 
— By 4 mpos ordyov ... apavfouévn] the nature of the smoke 
is stated. — mpos ddtyov] = for a little time; oddyov is neuter. 
— «at is to be explained: as it appears, so it also afterwards 
vanishes. In the corresponding passages, Job viii. 9, Ps. 
cii. 12, exliv. 4, the transitoriness of life is represented not 
under the image of atuis (Wiesinger), but of a shadow; 
differently in Ps. ci. 4. 

Ver. 15. After the reason has been given in ver. 14 why it 
was wrong to speak as in ver. 13, this verse tells us how we 



—_— 

CHAP. IV. 15. 195 

ought to speak. —dytl tod Aé€yeww buas] is closely connected 
with of XNéyovtes, ver. 13, so that ver. 14 forms a parenthesis : 

Ye who say, To-day, etc., instead of saying, éav 6 Kbpios K.7.X. 
— According to the reading €jcouev Kai troujooper (instead 
of the Rec. Syowpev nal Trooper), it is most natural to refer 
kat Cnoopev not to the protasis (as Tischendorf punctuates 
it), but to the apodosis (Lachmann and Buttmann; so also 
Wiesinger and Lange); for, first, it is grammatically more 
correct! to make only the conjunctive @eAnon. dependent on 
éav, and to take the two indicatives together; and, secondly, 

from this construction the striking thought results, that not 
only the doing, but also the life, as the condition of the doing, 
is dependent on the will of God: it is accordingly to be 
translated: If the Lord will, we shall both live and do this or 
that. Correctly Wiesinger: “It appears to be more suitable 
to the sense to take éay o x. OX. as a single condition, and 
not to complete it by a second.” On the other hand, most 
expositors retain the reading of the Rec., but they construe it 
differently. De Wette refers xai Sjowpev to the protasis, 
and takes the second xaé as belonging to the apodosis: “If 
the Lord will and we live, we shall,” etc.; so also Erasmus, 

Luther, Calvin, Hornejus, Pott, and in general most expositors 
(also Winer, see critical remarks; on the contrary, Al. Butt- 
mann, p. 311 [E. T. 362], prefers the indicative). Schnecken- 
burger, indeed, refers xai Sjowpev to the protasis, but he 

connects it more closely with éav Oedjon: si Deo placet ut 
vivamus tum faciemus (similarly Grotius and Hottinger), 
which, however, cannot be linguistically justified. Bornemann 
(in Winer and Engelhardt’s NV. krit. Journ. VI. 1827) com- 
mences the apodosis with cai &jowpev, and explains it: “Let 
us seek our sustenance.” Winer correctly observes that this 
explanation (which Briickner erroneously ascribes to this 
commentary) lacks simplicity, and is not supported by Biblical 
usage.” Bouman and others (see critical notes) refer Sjowpev 

naturally to the protasis, and zroujoouev to the apodosis. The 

1 The indicative future after ?¢v is only found with absolute certainty in Luke 
xix. 40. See Al. Buttmann, p. 192 [E. T. 222]. 

* The opinion which Winer, in ed. 5, p. 331 f. [see E, T. 357], has expressed, 
that perhaps no apodosis is to be assumed, James only intending to say that we 

should always resolve never to speak decidedly, he has in later editions correctly 
relinquished. 
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meaning which this reading, unsupported by authorities, gives 
appears to be suitable, but yet is not correct, for it would be 
more correct to have said: éav Sjowpev Kal 6 Kvpios Oednon. 
— The indicative is to be preferred to the conjunctive in the 
apodosis, as a reciprocal call to definite action corresponds 
less with the context than the resolution to do something. 

Ver. 16 expresses the conduct of those addressed in 
contrast to ver. 15; and in such a manner that the judg- 
ment upon that conduct is also expressed. — viv d€] here, as 
frequently, where the reality in opposition to what is set 
before a person is emphasized; see 1 Cor. v. 11, xiv. 6.— 
kavyaobe é€v tals ddaloveiars tov] By ddaloveia is to be 

understood the arrogant self-reliance on the duration of 
earthly prosperity; see explanation of 1 John ii. 16. De 
Wette inaccurately explains it by bragging; Theile, by arro- 
ganter facta, dicta; Schneckenburger, by pertness ; Wiesinger, 
by “those arrogant expressions affecting complete indepen- 
dence;” Lange, “by vain and arrogant self-exaltation;” and 
others differently. The plural is used, because such haughti- 
ness manifests itself differently under different circumstances. 
— ev] here used differently than in chap. i. 9: the adafovelac 
are not the object, but the reason of the boasting, that from 
which it proceeds (against Wiesinger), and xavyao@au is 
designated from the standpoint of James: that haughty and 
presumptuous language in ver. 13; comp. Prov. xxvii. 1.— 
With the following words: taéca xavynow x.7.d.] James 
definitely expresses his reprobation.— tovavrn] not every 
boasting in itself (chap. i. 9), but every boasting which pro- 
ceeds from aAafoveta, which is founded in it and connected 

with it, is wicked. 

Ver. 17. With the general sentence: Whosoever knoweth to 
do good and doeth it not, to him it is sin, James concludes what 
he has hitherto said. — odv] is used in the sense of conclusion, 
but indicates that the concluding thought is the result of 
what has gone before. — xadov troreiy] belong together, de- 
pendent on efSd7 ; not “ whosoever knows the good that is to 
be done,” which would be to take zrovety as an epexegetical 
infinitive. Wiesinger correctly remarks: “«adov is not the 
idea of good, in which case the article would be put, but that 
which is fair, in contrast to an action which in its moral 
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nature is tornpov.” That the discourse is concerning a sin 
of omission as such, to which this sentence is commonly 
referred (Bengel, Jachmann, and others), is rightly contested 
by de Wette and Wiesinger.'— dwaptia atta é€otiv] De 
Wette: “In the sense of reckoning; John xv. 22; Luke xii. 
47 f.” (so already Estius, also Schneckenburger, Wiesinger, 
and others). —avr@ is here put, as frequently in the N. T., 
especially after the participle; comp. Matt. v. 40; see Al. 
Buttmann, p. 125 [E. T. 143]. With regard to the con- 
nection in which this sentence stands with the preceding, 
most expositors understand it as enforcing that to which 
James has formerly exhorted his readers, and refer e/d0t« 
to the knowledge which they have now received by the 
word of James. But against this is the objection, that if 
this expression be referred to all the previous exhorta- 
tions (Kstius: jam de omnibus satis vos admonui, vobis 

bene nota sunt), this would not be its proper place, because 
later on more exhortations follow; but if it is only referred 
to the last remark (Grotius: moniti estis a me, ignorantiam 
non potestis obtendere, si quid posthac tale dixeritis, gravior 
erit culpa; so also Pott, Theile, de Wette, Wiesinger), we 
cannot see why James should have added such a remark to 
this exhortation, as it would be equally suitable to any other. 
{t is accordingly better to refer eiSdrz to the already existing 
knowledge of the subject just treated of; namely, the un- 
certainty of human hfe is something so manifest, that those. 
who notwithstanding talk in their presumption as if it did 
not exist, as if their life were not dependent on God, contrary 

to their own knowledge, do not that which is seemly, but that 
which is unseemly, and therefore this is so much the more 
sin unto them. 

1 “Since zzadv is the antithesis of sovmpsy, and not some positive good as 
beneficence, the defect of which is not +s», as de Wette correctly remarks, 

en xoovyts does not merely signify a sin of omission, but the omission of x24» 
is necessarily a doing of xovnpov.” 

* When Lange, in arguing against this explanation, maintains that the word 
refers to the better knowledge of the readers, of evangelical behaviour in general, 
the definite connection of thought, in which here the general sentence is placed, 
is not properly considered by him, 
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CH APTE RN; 

Ver. 4. Instead of siszanrddacw the form ¢eicerAyAudav is, with 
Tisch. and Lachm., to be preferred (on this form see Ph. Buttm. 
Ausfiihri. Gr. Gr. § 87, 8, Note 5, and Winer, p. 70 f. [E. T. 
93]).— Ver. 5. The ws of the Rec. (after G K, etc.) before éy 
7nuépq 18, according to the testimonies of A B 8, to be regarded 
as an explanatory addition, and, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be 
left out ; so also Wiesinger, Lange, Briickner; Reiche and Bou- 
man, however, judge otherwise.— Ver. 7. The ec. after the 
second gws has the particle ¢ (soin 8 and many min.). Tisch. 
has omitted it, as, according to his statement, it is not found in 
A BGK, ete. ; Lachm. has retained it (according to Tischendorf’s 
note: ex errore); so also Buttmann, who adduces no authority 
for its omission. Already Griesbach regarded dé as suspicious. 
Lachm. and Tisch. have omitted t:srév; it is in A G K, etce., but 
is wanting in B ¥, etc.; its addition is easily explained, par- 
ticularly as in the LXX. it is never wanting with zpwiwor xui 
ixpiyog. — Ver. 9. The address ddcAgo/, in A B, etc. (Lachm. 
Tisch.), stands before, in G &, etc. (fec.), after xar dArjrwy 
in K, etc. it is entirely wanting. Instead of xaurazpidjre the 
simple verb xp:éjre is, with Griesbach, Scholz, Lachm. Tisch., to 
be read, according to almost all authorities ; so also the article 6 
before xpirqg (which in the fee. is wanting, against almost all 
authorities) is to be adopted. — Ver. 10. The address according 
to the Ree. is ddsAgos wou (G K, &, etc.); m A B, etc., wou is 
wanting (Lachm. Tisch.) ; its correct position is after AdPere, 
not after zauxoradeiac. —Instead of xaxorudefus, NS alone reads 

zanoxayabias. — Before ro évéuaurs, B®, etc., have the preposition 
vy (Lachm.): a correction apparently for the sake of simplifica- 
tion. — ® alone omits rg.— Ver. 11. It is difficult to decide 
whether we are to read, with the Rec. and Tisch., irouévovras 
(G K, ete.), or, with Lachm. and Wiesinger, ivoueivavras (A B®, 
etc.); yet the reading of the &ec. appears to have arisen from 
an endeavour to generalize the reference of the idea: Bouman 
certainly judges otherwise.— The Rec. </dere, after B* (teste 
Majo) K x, etc., Oecumenius (Lachm.), is as a correction to be 
changed for the more difficult reading “rz, attested by A B G, 
etc. (Tisch.).— After éorw the Rec. has é zdgwg, according to A B 
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(in B, however, the article is wanting) 8, several min. vss. etc. 
(Lachm.); Griesbach regarded it as suspicious, and Tisch. has 
omitted it, after C K, many min. etc.; the omission can easily 
be explained from the fact that xvpfov directly precedes (so also 
Lange; Bouman wavers).— Ver. 12. The reading éig ixdxpiow 
(Ed. Steph., after G K, etc.) has probably arisen from the 
original id xpiow, these two words being taken as one, and then 
a preposition placed before them.— Ver. 14. The airy after 
aasipavres is wanting in B; it was omitted as being self- 
evident. — Lachm. and Tisch. have, after A and some min., left 
out the article ro3 before xupiov; yet G K &, many min. etc., 
attest its genuineness; in B also xvpiov is wanting ; nevertheless 
Buttmann has received it, but without the article. — Ver. 16. 
The reading of the Rec. is éZoworoyeiobe GAAHACIS Ta TUuparTamara, 
nai evyeods x.7.A. (Tisch.) ; instead of which A B read é&ouoroysiad: 
ow GAARAUS Tas auupring nal Tpoosdyecde x.7.A. (Lachm.); for ow 

also K 8, several min. Vulg. etc. testify: accordingly ody is to 
be considered as genuine; yet precisely this ody might mislead 
one to find in this verse an extension of the thought going 
before, and on this account to change the new expressions with 
the preceding, and thus, instead of rupurriuwara, to put again 
apmopriac, and instead of <iyeode, for which also & testifies, and 
to put again zpocedyecde, whereas the opposite change cannot be 
well explained. — Ver. 18. The Rec. deriv edwxev is found in B 
G K, almost all min. etc. (Tisch.); A, on the contrary, has 
Zdwxey verdv (Lachm.) ; so also 8, but with rév before derév. It is 
possible that this change was occasioned by the following 
ZBrdornocy rov xaprov.— Ver. 19. Tisch. has omitted the pronoun 
gov after ddergo/, yet the most important authorities, A B K x, 
etc., attest its genuineness. —® alone has, instead of the simple 
75 aaAndsiac, the combination rig 6003 rig &Andeiac.— Ver. 20. 

The reading ywaoxere in B is occasioned by the address ddzAgoi. 
Instead of the Rec. Luyqv, after G K, many min. (Tisch.) Lachm. 
and Buttm. have adopted ~uyjv atrod. This airod is found in 
A 8, some min. vss. etc. B has it, probably by an error of 
the scribe, not after ~ux7v, but after davirov.— B has as sub- 
scription “IaxwBov; A: "IaxwRou éxioroay; others differently. 

Ver. 1. That here the same persons are meant as in chap. 
iv. 13, and not others, has already been observed on that 
passage: by aye vov, the aye viv of that passage is again 
resumed.’ — of mdAovcvor] see chap. i. 10, ii 6, 7; the 

1 Whilst de Wette, Wiesinger, and others understand by the rich here 
addressed Christians, Stier has correctly recognised that such are here addressed 
“who ave outside of the Christian church,” namely, those already mentioned 
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expression is not to be taken in a symbolical, but in its literal 
meaning (against Lange).—xAavoate orodvfovtes «.7.r.] 
kXavoate is not here to be understood, as in chap. iv. 9, of 
the tears of repentance (Estius, Hornejus, Laurentius, de 
Wette, and others), for there is no intimation of a call to 
repentance. Correctly Calvin: falluntur qui Jacobum hic 
exhortari ad poenitentiam divites putant; mihi simplex 
magis denuntiatio judicii Dei videtur, qua eos terrere voluit 
absque spe veniae.’ James already sees the judgment coming 
upon the rich, therefore the call «Aavoare; that for which 
they should weep are the tadai7wpiac which threatened 
them.2— The <dmperative is not here used instead of the 
future (Semler: stilo prophetico imperat, ut rem certissimam 
demonstret, jlcbitis; Schneckenburger: aoristus imperativi 
rem mox certoque eventuram designat), but is to be retained 
in its full force. The imperative expresses not what they 
will do, but what they shall even now do, because their tadac- 

awpiat are nigh. The union of the imperative cAavcate with 
the participle oAoAvVGovrTes is not an imitation of the frequent 
combination of the finite verb with the infinite absolute of the 
game verb in the Hebrew (Schneckenburger), since here two 
different verbs are united together (de Wette, Wiesinger) ; 
also éNoAvgery has not the same meaning as «Aadev, but, as 

expressive of a more vehement affection, is added for the sake 
of strength. ddAoAvfew frequently in the O. T., Isa. xii. 6, 
xiv. 31, xv. 3 (odAoAvSeTre peta KAavOuov), and in other 

places, and indeed chiefly used in reference to the impending 
divine judgment (Isa. xiii, 6: OdoAUEeTE, eyyds yap 7mépa 
xupiov). Calvin: est quidem et suus poenitentiae luctus, 
sed qui mixtus consolatione, non ad ululatum usque procedit. 
—érl tais tadaitwpias tuav] for your miseries, i.e. the 

in chap. ii. 6, 7, who practise violence on you, the confessors of the Lord of 
glory. His remark is also striking: ‘‘To them James predicts as a prophet. 
and entirely in the style of the old prophets, the impending judgment.” 

1 Wiesinger indeed concedes the point to Calvin, but only in words; for 
‘the design of James, as in the case of the prophets of the O. T., is certainty 
nothing else than that of moving them by such a threat if possible yet to 
turn.” If James has this design in these words, he has certainly not indicated 

It. 

2 That James by this intends the end of the Roman Empire (Hengstenberg), 
is proved neither from the Epistle of Peter, nor from Rey. xviii., nor from any 
other indications in this Epistle. 
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miseries destined for you, namely, the miseries of the judgment ; 
see ver. 3: év é€oxdtais nuépas; ver. 7: 7) Tapovoia Tod 
xupiov. Thomas Aquinas, Grotius, Mill, Benson, Michaelis, 

Stier, Lange, Bouman refer this to the then impending 
destruction of Jerusalem; they are so far right, as the de- 

struction of Jerusalem and the last judgment had not as 
yet been distinguished in representation ;+ but it is incorrect 
to refer it to the judgment itself, rather than to the mdseries 
which will precede the advent of Christ ; or with Hottinger, to 
find here only a description of the inconstancy of prosperity. 
— Tails erepyopévars] not sc. buty (Luther: your misery which 
will come wpon you ; so also de Wette, Lange, and others), but 
the impending, already threatening miseries ; comp. Eph. ii. 7. 

Ver. 2. Description of the judgment destroying all riches : 
0 TAovTOS wuwyv céontev] In a prophetical manner the 
future is described as having already taken place (Hottinger, 
Schneckenburger, de Wette, Wiesinger, Bouman, and others). 
By mAovtos is not here—as Estius, Raphelius, Wolf, Semler, 

Gebser, Bouman on account of céonev think —to be un- 
derstood such things (fruit, etc.) as undergo literal rotten- 
ness, but is to be understood generally; and céon7e as a 

figurative expression denotes generally the destruction to 
which riches is abandoned. The explanation of Calvin is 
incorrect: hic immensa divitum rapacitas perstringitur, dum 
supprimunt, quicquid undecunque possunt ad se trahere, ut 
inutiliter in arca computrescat (similarly Hornejus, Laurentius, 
Grotius, Bengel, Theile *); James “ does not here intend to give 
the natural result of covetousness, and thus the reason of 

the judgment, but the effect of the judgment breaking forth” 
(Wiesinger).? James describes the reason from ver. 4 and 
onwards. — The verb one, to cause to rot, in the passive 

} Wiesinger: ‘‘The question whether James thought on the destruction of 
Jerusalem or on the advent of Messiah is an anachronism ; for to him both of 
these events occur together.” 

* Theile, who takes the preterite in its literal sense, thus explains the passage : 
divitiae a vobis coacervatae perierunt nulla vestra aliorumque utilitate . . . atque 
ideo vos coram judice perdent. Ita causa additur istarum calamitatum per- 
ferendi, gravi oppositione eorum quae per absurda et impia ipsorum avaritia 
jam facta sunt eorumque, quae pro justa Dei retributione adhuc fient. 

3In agreement with his explanation of xasveim, Lange understands also 
+o¥res ina symbolical sense, namely, the externalized Judaistic righteousness— 

“* connected, of course, with worldly prosperity.”’ His assertion is also incorrect, 
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and second perfect to corrupt, is in the N. T. am. Xey., but 
often occurs in the LXX.; comp. Job xxxiil. 21, xl. 7; as 
here in a general sense (= @@e/pec@ar) it is found in Ecclus. 
xiv. 19.—x«al ta (watia tov «.7.r.] The general idea 
mAovTos is here and in what follows specialized. — enro- 
Bpwtos| moth-eaten, in the N. T. dw. Dey., does not occur in 

the classics, but in Job xiii. 20, LXX.: @omep iwatiov onrtd- 

Bpwrov; comp. Isa. li. 8. ocxwAnxdBpwtos in Acts xii. 23 is 
similarly formed. 

Ver. 3. Continuation of the description of the judgment: 
0 xpuads tuadv Kal 0 apyvpos] a further specification of riches. 
katiwtat] in the N. T. az. dey. (Ecclus. xii. 10), equivalent to 
the simple verb, only in a stronger signification. Correctly 
Hornejus: loquitur populariter, nam aurum proprie aeruginem 
non contrahit ; so in the Epistle of Jeremiah 11, where it is 

said of gold and silver images: ov dvac@lovtat amo iod; see 
also in the same, ver. 23. With too minute accuracy, Bret- 

schneider justifies the use of the verb here, that we are to 
think on gold and silver vessels which are alloyed with copper 
(similarly Bouman). It is no less incorrect, with Pott, to 
weaken the idea xatiwtas, that it is to be understood only 
of amisso auri et argenti splendore, de mutato auri colore ex 
flavo in viridem; against this is o dds directly following. 
Wiesinger thinks that because catiwras is here used figura- 
tively, it is a matter of indifference that rust does not affect 
cold; but the ideas must suit each other in the figurative 
expression. The verb is rather here to be justified by the 
fact that since rust settles on metals generally, James in his 
vivid concrete description did not scrupulously take into 
consideration the difference of metals, which, however, is not 

to be reckoned, with de Wette, as a “ poetical exaggeration.” * 
—kal 6 ios a’réy (namely, tod ypucod Kal Tod apyupou), és 
paptupiov viv éotac| Most expositors agree with the ex- 
planation of Oecumenius: xatapyaptupyjce tar, éeheyxov TO 

that here not the last judgment, but ‘‘the natural immanent judgments of 

sinners” are meant. 
‘ Lange strangely thinks that it is here intended to bring out the unnatural 

fact that the princes of Israel are become rebellious and companions of thieves : 
“‘Tt is as unnatural for gold and silver to be eaten up with rust, as for the 
glory of Israel to be as corrupted as the glory of other nations corrupts, which 
may be compared to base metals.” 
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dpeTadotov tar ; accordingly, “The rust which has collected 
on your unused gold and silver will testify to your hardness, 
and that to your injury =xar vudy.” But since the pre- 
ceding xatiwtas describes the judgment overtaking earthly 
glory, ios can only be understood with reference to it; 
correctly Wiesinger: “the rust is a witness of their own 
destruction; in the destruction of their treasures they see 
depicted their own.”’ Augusti superficially explains it: 
“will convince you that all riches are transitory.” After 
their riches are destroyed, the judgment seizes upon them- 
selves ; therefore cat dayetar Tas cdpKas tuav. The subject 
is 6 dos, “the corroding rust seizes also them, and will 
eat their flesh” (Wiesinger). The figurative expression, 
although bold and peculiar, is not unsuitable, since dos 

is considered as an effect of judgment. ¢dyerac] is not the 
present (Schneckenburger), but in the LXX. and N. T. the 

ordinary future for éeras; see Buttmann, Ausf. gr. Sprach. 
§ 114 [E. T. 58], under écOém; Winer, p. 82 [E. T. 110]. 
The object. tds cadpxas tuav belonging to dayeras is neither 
=twuas (Baumgarten), nor yet in itself indicates “ bloated 

bodies ” (Augusti, Pott: corpora lautis cibis bene pasta) ; also 
Schneckenburger lays too much stress on the expression, 
explaining it: emphatice, quum ejusmodi homines nihil sint 
nisi odp&. According to usage, at capxes denotes the fleshy 
parts of the body, therefore the plural is also used with 
reference to one individual; comp. 2 Kings ix. 36: xata- 
gayovrat ot Kvves Tas cadpKas IeCaPer; further, Lev. xxvi. 29 ; 
Judith xvi. 17; Rev. xix. 18, 21; in definite distinction 
from bones, Micah iii. 2, 3. It is to be remarked that in almost 

all these passages the same verb is united with the noun.” 
The context shows that what is spoken of is not “the 
consuming of the body by care and want” (Erasmus, Semler, 
Jaspar, Morus, Hottinger, Bouman), but the punishment of 

1 Stier incorrectly understands by rust ‘“‘the guilt of sin which cleaves to 
mammon.”’ 

? Although cépxes in itself indicates only flesh according to its separate parts, 
yet the expression is here chosen in order to name in a concrete manner that 
which is carefully nourished by the rich. According to Lange, ei oedpxes are 
“the externals of religious, civil, and individual life;” and the thought ot 
James is that ‘‘the rotten fixity described as rust in its last stage transforms 
itself in the fire of a revolutionary movement !” 
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the divine judgment (Calvin, Grotius, Pott, Schneckenburger, 
de Wette, Wiesinger, and others). ‘The words as zip may be 
united either with what goes before or with what follows. 
Most expositors prefer the first combination ; yet already A, 
the Syriac version (where @s is wanting), and Oecumenius in 
his commentary put a stop after judy. Grotius, Knapp, and 
Wiesinger, considering this construction as correct, accordingly 
explain it: tanquam ignem opes istas congessetis ; Wiesinger 
states as a reason for this, that without the union with os 

mop the words ¢@ncavpicate x.7.r. give too feeble a meaning. 
But this is not the case, since the chief stress rests on éy 

€xatats npépars (so also Lange); also James could not well 
reckon riches as a fire of judgment. Besides, in the O. T. 
the judgment is frequently represented as a devouring con- 
suming fire, which was sufficient to suggest to James to add 
ws wip to ddyerac; see Ps. xxi. 10, LXX.: xatadayerac 
autovs wip; Isa. x. 16,17, xxx. 27 (9) dpyn Tod Aupod as 
mip éderat); Ezek. xv. '7; Amos v. 6.’ The sentiment is: 
After the judgment has overtaken the wealth of the rich, it 
will attack themselves. Kern gives the sentiment in an 
unsatisfactory manner: “The destruction of that which was 

everything to the rich will punish him with torturing sorrow, 
as if fire devoured his flesh.” That the taXairwpia already 
draw near is said in ver. 1, and James by the words €@ncav- 
pioate év é€oxatats apépars indicates that the judgment is 
close at hand, so that this time is the last days directly pre- 
ceding the judgment ; accordingly, the heaping up of treasure 
appears as something so much the more wicked.  Estius, 
Calvin, Laurentius, and others incorrectly supply to the verb 
the word cpyjv in accordance with Rom. ii. 5 (comp. Prov. 
i. 18). The object to be supplied to @ncavpifew, which is 
often used absolutely (comp. Luke xii. 21; 2 Cor. xii. 14; 
Ps. xxxviil. 7), is contained in the verb itself, and also follows 
from what has preceded. The preposition €y is not used 
instead of ets, and €syarac *pyepar are not the last days of 
life (Wolf: accumulavistis divitias extremae vitae parti pro- 
visuri; Morus: cumulastis opes sub finem vitae vestrae), but 

‘Pott: Aerugo describitur, quasi invadat membra divitum, eaque quasi, ut 
metallum, arrodat atque consumat et quidem . . . as wtp, tanquam flamma 

membra quasi circumlabens carnemque lento dolore depascens. 
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the last times which precede the advent of Christ (ver. 7), 

not merely the final national judgment (Lange). Jachmann 

most erroneously takes the sentence as interrogative : Have ye 

collected your (spiritual) treasures on the day (ae. for the 

day) of judgment, in order to exhibit them ? 

Ver, 4. Description of the sins of the rich to the end of 

ver. 6, by reason of which they become liable to the judgment. 

The first sin mentioned is their injustice toward those who work 

for them. — i800] an interjection often occurring in the N. T. 

to draw attention to the object in question. — tay épyatar] 

emphatically put first; comp. the proverb: aks 0 epyartns 

rod picOod avtod (1 Tim. v.18). tov aunoavteay (apav = 

Oepitew, in the N. T. az. dey.) Tas yopas buov] Ywopa 

= fields, as in Luke xii. 16 ; John iv. 35. — In the following 

words, expositors conjoin ag’ busy with amectepnuevos (aTroc- 

tepew, to keep back, Plato, Gorg. 519¢, so also LXX. Mal. iii. 5; 

Ecclus. xxxiv. 27); whilst they either explain azo = b7r6, or, 

as Wiesinger, retaining the distinction of the prepositions, 

observes, that “not the direct origin, but the proceeding of the 

act of robbery from them is indicated” (comp. Winer, p. 332 

[E. T. 464]; Al. Buttmann, p. 280 [E. T. 326]). But it would 

be more suitable to join ad tuav to xpafer (so also Lange); the 

kept back hire crieth from the place where it is; comp. Gen. iv. 

10: dewvy aiuatos... Bod... éx THs vis; Ex. ii, 23: avéBn 

4) Bon abtav mpos Tov Oeov amo TAY Epyar. The chief stress 

is put on 6 drreotepnpevos ; the same kind of conjunction as 

in chap. iv. 14. The injury of our neighbour, by diminished 

payment or withholding of the wages due to him, was expressly 

forbidden in the law; comp. Lev. xix. 13; Deut. xxiv. 14; 

Jer, xxii. 13; particularly also Mal. iti. 5: ecopae papTus 

Taxis éml... TOS aToTTEpovYTAS picbov wtcbwrod ; comp. 

also Job xxxi. 38,39; Tob. iv. 14; Ecclus. xxxiv. 27 

(éxxéov aipa 6 aroatepav picbov pio Giov). — xpatec] Calvin: 

yindictam quasi alto clamore exposcit; comp. Gen. iv. 10.— 

In the following words it is stated that the cry has been heard 

by God; comp. on this expression, particularly Ps. xviii. 7; 

Isa. v. 9: jxovcbn eis TA Gta Kuplov caBawO Tada; besides 

Gen, xviii. 21, xix. 13; Ex. ii 23 f, iii. 9, xxii. 22f.; 2 Sam. 

xxii. 7, and other passages. By the designation of God as 

xupiov caBad@, His power as the Lord of the heavenly hosts 
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is emphasized; the reference occurring in the O. T. likewise 
to the earthly hosts is here evidently not admissible (against 
Lange) ; it is the transference of the Hebrew Mis2¥ Fin, often 
occurring in the LXX., particularly in Isaiah; in other places 
the LXX. have kvpios wavtoxpatwp, 2 Sam. v. 10, vii. 27, or 

Kvptos TOV Suvawewy, Ps. xxiv. 10.— James, in his graphic 
style, instead of the general word labourer, mentions specially 
the reapers, not on account of their multitude (de Wette), but 
because their laborious work in the sweat of their brow most 
strongly represents the work which is worthy of wages. Thus 
Calvin not incorrectly observes: quid est indignius quam eos, 
qui panem ex suo labore nobis suppeditant, inedia et fame 
conficere? It is more remote to explain it thus: “ because 
selfish hard-heartedness is here most sharply stated, when even 
the joy of the harvest does not induce them to give to the poor 
their hardly-earned portion” (Briickner)." 

Ver. 5. A second sin of the rich, namely, their luxurious 
and gluttonous life, which forms a sharp contrast to the toil- 
some life of the labourers. — érpudicate ... éomatadjoate| 
synonymous terms: tpudav, in the N. T. a. Xey., in the LXX. 
Neh. ix. 25; Isa. Ixvi. 11 (Isa. lvii. 4). oaradav, only here 
and in 1 Tim. v. 6; in the LXX. Ezek. xvi. 49; Amos vi. 4, 

and other places. Hottinger thus states the distinction between 
them: tpu¢av deliciarum est et exquisitae voluptatis ; o7a- 
Traday luxuriae atque prodigalitatis; comp. the description of 
the rich man in Luke xvi.19. These and the following verbs 
are in the aorist, not “ because the conduct of the rich is 

described as viewed from the day of judgment” (1st ed. of this 
commentary ; similarly also Wiesinger), for “ this does not suit 
the present avtitdccetar” (Gunkel), but because James will 
mark the present conduct as a constant occurrence. The addi- 
tion émt THs ys] forms a sharp contrast to the preceding ets 
Ta @Ta Kuplov caBawd. Whilst the Lord in heaven hears the 
complaints of the unjustly oppressed, the rich on earth enjoy 
their lusts, undisturbed by the wrath of God, which shall be 

revealed from heaven against all ungodliness and unrighteous- 
ness of men (Rom. i. 18). — €@péWare tas xapdias vuadv] does 

? Here also Lange comes in with his symbolical interpretation, understanding 
by the harvest ‘‘ the time when the theocratic seed of God in Israel has ripened 
unto the harvest of God,” and by the reapers ‘‘ the apostles and first Christians.” 
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not add a new idea to the preceding, but brings forward the fact 
that the rich in their luxurious living find the satisfaction of 
the desires of their heart. Luther's translation: “ Ye have pas- 
tured your heart,” does not sufficiently correspond to the idea 
tpéperv ; something bad is evidently denoted by it. Since 
Tpépe is literally “to make firm, thick,” it is best here to render 

it by “to satiate.” Other expositors translate it by “to 
fatten ;” Lange, by “to make fat.” tas xapdias is equivalent 
neither to Ta couata buoy nor to buds; comp. Acts xiv. 17, 
and Meyer on that passage;’ Winer, p. 141 [E. T. 195].— 
év nuéepa ohayhs| corresponds to the preceding év érydrais 
jpepacs. These last times are designated by James with 
reference to the rich as 7uépa odhayis, the day of slaughter, 

because the sentence of death, which they have incurred, 
will be directly executed upon them at the approach of the 
mapovaia of Christ (comp. ver. 7) and the judgment; so also 
Wiesinger, Briickner, Lange, only the latter arbitrarily wnder- 
stands by the day of slaughter, the day of Israel’s judgment, 
comprehending the time from the death of Christ to the 
destruction of Jerusalem. This designation of the day of 
judgment is also found in the O. T., particularly Jer. xii. 3, 
LXX.: ayvcov adtods eis uépav chayis avtav; xxv. 34. 
By the reading ws before év ywépa od. a comparison occurs, 
namely, with the beasts who are to be slaughtered, so that Pott 

after ws directly supplies Opéupara. De Wette explains it: 
“Ye have pastured your hearts as in the day of slaughter; ze. 
according to the comparison with beasts, who on the day on 
which they are to be slaughtered feed carelessly and devour 
greedily ;” so also Bouman. But the idea “ carelessly and 
ereedily” is introduced; also the comparison is unsuitable, 
since beasts on the day of slaughter do not eat more greedily 
than on other days. Other expositors, as Wolf, Augusti, 

Hottinger, and others, take év as equivalent to eés ; Hottinger: 
corpora vestra aluistis, tanquam pecora, quae saginari solent 
ad mactationem ; but this change of prepositions is arbitrary. 
Several expositors, as Calvin, Beza, Grotius, Laurentius, Bengel, 

and others, understand by juépa odayis the day of sacrifice ; 
Calvin: addit similitudinem, sicut etc., quia solebant in sacri- 

? Meyer: ‘‘ The heart is filled with food, inasmuch as the sensation of being 
filled, the pleasant feeling of satisfaction, is in the heart.” 
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ficiis solemnibus liberalius vesci quam pro quotidiano more ; 
the meaning then is: tota vita vestra est quasi perpetuum 
epulum ac festum continuum (Laurentius) ; but that expression 
never elsewhere occurs in ¢his signification. Had James 
thought on the sacrificial feast or the like, he would have 
expressed it more definitely ; besides, by this explanation the 
reference to the judgment is entirely awanting, and only the 
luxurious life is described; but this contradicts the character 

of the whole section, for if James, from ver. 4 onwards, assigns 

the reason of taXar7rwpiat, he does this not without an earnest 
pointing to the judgment and its nearness. 

Ver. 6. The third sin, the persecution of the just, by which 
the ungodliness of their disposition is most strongly indicated. 
By Sékavos is not meant Christ (Oecumenius,' Bede, Grotius, 

Lange), for, on the one hand, there is nothing in the context 
to indicate this, and, on the other hand, the present avritac- 

cetau is opposed to it; also, if this were the case, the per- 
fect must be put instead of the aorist, as here only one deed 
is mentioned, not, as before, a repetition of deeds. Wiesinger, 

in an unsatisfactory manner, explains Tov Sicavov by the inno- 
cent. Not merely the unjust conduct of the wAovevoe founded 
on covetousness is here intended to be described, but the 

veason of persecution is implied in the expression tov 
dixacov itself; comp. Wisd. of Sol. ii. 12—20; as also 1 John 
iii, 12. The singular is to be taken collectively, and the 
expression absolutely, as in ver. 16. Several expositors 
assume that the verbs «ateduxdcate, épovedcate, are not 
meant in their literal sense; but evidently without reason. 
Kateduxaoate shows that here primarily judges are meant ; yet 
the accusers, if these are to be distinguished from them, are 
not to be considered as excluded, since their accusation points 
to nothing else than to a sentence of condemnation. The 

1 Oecumenius, indeed, says :* dvavrippirws +2, Epov. 7. Oix., El voy Xpioriy avaPi- 
peras ; but he thinks that James likewise understands by this : rods aiAous robs ra 
Sucia wape trav lovdaiwy rabovras ; and he closes with the remark: izws 3: xai 

Tpodnrinws Td wspl tavrov UatuPaives wabos, 

2 Wiesinger correctly observes that Qovtvsv is here not to be explained accord- 
ing to Ecclus. xxxi. 21: Qovedwy cov wAnciov « aPaipovurvos thy iuBiwow; but he 

maintains without reason that the death of the just is not to be considered as 
the direct design of the +Asdeim, but only as the result of their oppressions. 
Also de Wette thinks that the killing is not to be understood literally, but of 
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asyndeton sharpens the climax, which is contained in the 
addition of the second verb to the first. Bouman directs 
attention to the paronomasia between cateduxacate and Sixavor. 
—ovx av7itdoceTat| opposes the calm patience of the just to 
the violence of the wicked: he doth not resist (comp. Acts 
xviii. 6 ; Rom. xiii. 4 ; Jas. iv. 6). Schneckenburger: ov« aytir. 
sine copula et pronomine ponderose additur. The present is 
explained from the fact that in what goes before not a single 
instance, but the continued conduct of the rich is described, 

and opposed to this is placed the similarly continued conduct 
of the déxasot. Lange, by the reference of tov dé/xacov to Christ, 
misinterprets the force of the present, arbitrarily attributing 
to the verb the meaning: “ He stands no longer in your way ; 
He does not stop you (in the way of death); He suffers 
you to fill up your measure.” —It is unnecessary to supply 
in thought és or ydp; also ovK avtitdccetas is not to be 
converted into od dvvatas avtitdccecPat (Pott). For the 
correct construction there is no reason, with Bentley, for con- 

jecturing 6 «vpcos instead of ov, or, with Benson, to take the 
sentence as interrogative, and to supply 6 xvpuos. The object 
of the addition of the clause is not so much the more strongly to 
mark the violent conduct of the rich, as rather by implication 
to point to the proximity of the vengeance of God, who inte- 
rests Himself in the suffering just, as is definitely asserted in 
the previous verses. With this verse are to be compared, 
besides the already cited passage in Wisd. of Sol. 11. 12—20, 

particularly Amos ii. 6, 7, v. 12 (xatazratodytes Sixacov), 
vui. 4, which testify for the correctness of the explanation 
here given. 

Ver. 7. Exhortation to the brethren to patient waiting, on 
to ver. 11.— paxpoOupjcate odv| paxpoOupeir ; literally, to 
he long-suffering to those who do an injury; opposed to 
o€v0upetv ; see Meyer on Col. i. 11. On its distinction from 

vmopéverv, see on 2 Tim, ii. 11; here the meaning appears to 

run into that of topuévew; comp. the following paxpobupav 
and ver. 8; but it is here well put, in order to exclude the 
feeling of disquieting doubt; comp. Heb. vi. 12, 15.— ovr] 
refers to the preceding sentiment (also to that indicated in ov« 

extreme violence, deprivation of liberty, and the like. This interpretation is, 
however, occasioned by the assumption that the rich are Christians. 

Mryrr,—Jamus. O 
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avtitadcoerar viv), that the judgment is near (de Wette, 
Wiesinger 1). — adeAgo/] contrast to the 7Aoveror. — Patience 
is to endure €ws Tis mapovolas Tov Kupiov. On éws as a 
preposition, see Winer, p. 418 [E. T. 590]. As regards the 
meaning which és here has, Schneckenburger correctly 
observes: non tempus tantum sed rem quoque indicat, qua 
) Oris paxpoOvdpws toleranda tollatur. By mapovota rod 
xupiov, according to constant Christian usage, is to be under- 
stood the advent of Christ (Wiesinger, Briickner, Lange, 
Bouman), not the coming of God (Augusti, Theile, de Wette) ; 
although James by x«vpsos chiefly designates God, yet he also 
uses this name for Christ, chap. ii. 1.— The exhortation is 
strengthened by the reference to the patient waiting of the 
husbandman (the same figure in Ecclus. vi. 19).. As he waits 
(éxdéyerav) for the precious fruit of the earth, being patient 
with reference to it, until it has received the early and latter 
rain, so should the Christian patiently wait for the precious 
fruit of his labour, for which he hopes. The xaprros is desig- 
nated as Tijos, because it is its preciousness which occasions 
the paxpobvpia. By paxpoOvpav én’ avte@, éxdéxeras is more 
definitely stated, since that verb does not necessarily include 
in itself the idea here intended. On éx’ ai7v@ = in reference 
to the xapzos, comp. Luke xviii. 7.— 6 yewpyos is not the 
subject of Aa8y (Luther), but 6 «apzros (Stier). — The question 
whether we are here to read éws with or without av (see 
critical remarks) cannot be answered from the usage of the 
N. T.; see Matt. x. 11, and, on the other hand, Luke xi. 59. 

According to Tischendorf, the authorities are decisive for the 
omission of dv. Sce Al. Buttmann, p. 198 f. [E. T. 230 £.].? — 
(verov) mpwipov Kal dyrov| the autumnal and spring rains ; 
see Deut. xi 14; Jer. v. 26; Joel ii. 23; Zech. x. 1: not 

“the morning and the evening rain” (Luther); see Winer’s 

Realwérterb. under “ Witterung.” * 

1 Schneckenburger correctly observes: ad judicii divini propinquitatem 

respicit ; but the remark is erroneous : neque eam infitias, si quis pariter versul 

6 hunc jungat, ita ut exemplo cis waxpotywias ad eandem animi lenitatem usque 

servandam excitentur, 

2 It is peculiar that in the parallel sentences, Ex, xv. 16, Jer. xxiii, 20, at first 

tws stands and then tws a». 

In a peculiar manner Oecumenius allegorizing says: wpaijss veros, 1 iv veornts 

pire danpimy pesravoin’ orpimos, n bv on ype. 
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Ver. 8. Resumption and completion of the exhortation. 
The «ai after waxpoOvyjcate is explained from the reference 
to 0 yewpyos.— By the asyndeton addition otnpigate tas 
Kapdias buav, the conduct which is the condition of paxpo- 
Ouuia is emphasized. Not weak, but strong hearts are able 
to cherish paxpoOvpiay; on this expression, comp. 1 Thess. 
iii. 13; 1 Pet. v.10. The strengthening is indeed, on the 
one hand, an affair of God; but, on the other hand, it depends 

on the man himself, just like everything else that is obtained 
by the man surrendering himself to the love of God working 
in him. — 6te 7) mapovcia x.7.d.] Calvin: Ne quis objiceret, 
nimium differri liberationis tempus, occurrit dicens, prope 
instare Dominum, vel (quod idem est) ejus adventum appro- 
pinquasse. — On the expression, comp. especially 1 Pet. iv. 7. 

Ver. 9. To the preceding exhortation a new one is added: 
pn otevatete, aderGol, Kat addAHAw?, since with impatience in 

affliction a sinful irritability of the sufferers toward each 
other is easily conjoined. otevdfew cata is to be understood 
neither of invidia alienis bonis ingemiscente (Grotius), nor 
of impatientia mutuis lamentationibus augenda; it rather 
denotes the gemitus accusatorius (Estius, Calvin, and others), 

without, however, necessarily supposing a provocatio ultionis 
divinae malorumque imprecatio (Theile, and similarly Calvin, 
Morus, Gebser, Hottinger, Lange, and others) united with it. 

Augusti incorrectly renders it: “Give no occasion to one 
another for sighing.” — From xar’ addr it does not follow 
that the wAovcvo (ver. 1 ff.) belong to the Christian church 
(against de Wette and Wiesinger); the reference here is 
rather to the conduct of Christians toward each other under 
the oppressions to which they were exposed by the 7Aovccou.' 
— Since otevdfew kata involves the judging of our brother, 
and is opposed to that love of which Paul says: paxpoOupet, 

xpnoreveTal,... ov mapokvveras, ov RoyileTar TO KaKOV... 
TavTa vrouéver, James adds the admonition wa pm KpiOATe 
(comp. Matt. vii. 1), and then, for the purpose of strengthening 

1 Hornejus : Quos ad manifestas et gravissimas improborum injurias fortiter 
ferendas incitarat, eos nunc hortatur, ut etiam in minoribus illis offensis, quae 
inter pios ipsos saepe subnascuntur, vel condonandis vel dissimulandis promti 
sint. Contingit enim, ut qui hostium et improborum maximas saepe con- 
tumelias et injurias aequo animo tolerant, fratrum tamen offensas multo leviores 
non facile ferant. 



242 THE EPISTLE OF JAMES, 

the warning, points to the nearness of the Judge. The xpirys 
is none other than the Lord, whose wapovaia is at hand. As 
His nearness should comfort Christians in their distress, so it 

should likewise restrain them from the renunciation of love 
to one another (comp. chap. ii. 13). Incorrectly Theile: non 
tam, qui impatientius ferentes certo puniat (quamquam nec 
hoc abesse potest), quam: qui vos ulciscatur, ut igitur ne opus 
quidem sit ista tam periculosa impatientia (so also de Wette) ; 
for 0 xpitys evidently points back to ta pi) KpiOfre." — On 
mpo Tav Gupav Errnker] i.e. he stands already before the door, 
on the point of entering, see Matt. xxiv. 33; Mark xiii. 29 
(Acts v. 23). 

Vv. 10,11. Old Testament examples adduced for the sake 
of strengthening the exhortation to patience. — ioderypa 
AaBete] Uroderypa (instead of the classical mapddevypya) 
here, as frequently in the N. T. and LXX., an example, a 

pattern ; in sense equivalent to troypaypov, 1 Pet. ii. 21; 
turros, 2 Thess. iii. 9 (e¢s TO pipetoOar).— THs Kaxotrabeias 
kal THS paxpoOvpias] KaxoTadea, in the N. T. dz. XAey., is 

not synonymous with paxpoOvyia = vexationum patientia 
(Hottinger), but denotes suffering, affliction, synonymous with 
Evydopai, Thue. vii. 77; in 2 Mace. ii. 26, 27, it is used in 
a somewhat. attenuated sense. Schneckenburger arbitrarily 
combines it with the following words into one idea= Tis év 
kaxorabeia paxpobvpias; by this combination the point of 
KaxoTraQeva is weakened. On the sentiment, see Matt. v. 12. 

— By the relative clause of ékadncav (év) TO Gvopate Kupiou, 
belonging to tovs mpodyrtas, is indicated that the prophets, 
as servants of God, stand opposed to the world, even as 
believing Christians do. The dative 7@ dvowarte (see critical 
remark) is not to be explained, with Meyer (see on Matt. 
vii. 22), “by means of the name, 7.c. that the name of the Lord 
satisfied their religious consciousness and was the object of 
their confession;” but, as is commonly understood = €v 7@ 
ovopate xupiov (Wiesinger: jussu et autoritate; de Wette: 
“by virtue of the name”); this is evident from the fact that 
the Hebrew 7im) DYa 725 is translated in the LXX. not only 

1 Wiesinger, indeed, recognises that the statement is added as a warning ; but 
yet he thinks that the chief idea is: ‘‘ Ye may with perfect calmness leave the 
judgment to Him” (so also Lange). 
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by & (r@) dv. xupiov (Dan. ix. 6) or by émt 7@ ov. (Jer. 
xx. 9), but also by Aadeiy TH dvomare Kupiov (Jer. xliv. 16). 

Ver. 11 assigns a new reason for the exhortation: Behold, 

we count happy them who endure; the paxapifew of them is 
founded on the consciousness that God does not leave them 
unrewarded (Matt. v. 12), which is clearly manifested in the 
life of Job, on which account James, in conclusion, refers to 

him. By the reading rods trrouévovtas the idea is to be taken 
quite generally ; whereas by the better attested reading tovds 
vropelvavtas it is to be limited to sufferers of the past time ; 
the latter is more in conformity with the context (Wiesinger). 
The “restricted reference” to tods mpodytas (Grotius, Baum- 
garten, Pott, Hottinger, Theile) is not to be justified. — rap 
tronovnv "IwB8 yKovcate| iropovn is not = perpessio (Storr), 
but the patience which Job displayed both in his afflictions 
and in his replies to the contradictions of his friends; Tob. 
ii. 12-15 (Vulg.; the text in the Greek ed. Tisch. reads 
differently) refers to the same example; also in Ezek. 
xiv. 14, 20, Job is mentioned as a righteous man along with 
Noah and Daniel. —%«covcare] may refer specially to the 
reading in the synagogue, but may be understood generally. —- 
Kal TO TéXos Kupiov] is, according to the connection given 
above, to be referred to and explained of the issue in which 
the sufferings of Job terminated: finem, quem a Domino 
habuit ; so that «upiov is the genit. subj. or causae (2 Cor. 
xi. 26); thus most expositors explain it. Others, as Augustin, 
Bede, Lyra, Estius, Thomas, Pareus, Wetstein, Lange, assume 

that by téXos xupiov the death of Christ is to be understood. 
Against this is not only the concluding clause, but also the 
context, which points to the end to which the pious sufferer 
is brought by the mercy of God, and on account of which he 
is accounted happy; apart altogether from the improbability 
that James should connect the example of Christ immediately 
with that of Job.?— With the reading eiéere this can only be 

1 Also in union with other verbs the LXX. translate py‘g sometimes by the 

simple dative ; thus Ex. xxxiii. 19, xxxiv. 5: xaaciv cw ivouars; Jer. xii. 16: 
cuviswy rw oy, gov; see also Isa. xli, 25, xliii. 7, xlv. 4. Though this usage 

were not decisive, yet it would be most natural to explain the dative +4 

tvouars = through the name, by which the name oi the Lord would be conceived 
as the objective power by which the prophets were induced to speak. 

*In a most unsatisfactory manner Lange seeks to justify this, by observing 
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understood of “indirect seeing, namely, of clear perception by 
hearing” (de Wette). The better attested reading, however, 
is Were, and it can only be regarded as an oversight that 
Wiesinger translates this ‘Sere by “audiendo cognovistis,” as 
it is not the indicative, but the imperative. The imperative is 
here certainly surprising, and was on that account changed 
into the indicative. Tischendorf has connected iSere with 
what goes before, and then it is to be explained: Ye have 
heard of the patience of Job, look also at the end which the 
Lord gave. The connection with what follows would, how- 

ever, be more suitable: Ye have heard of the patience of Job 
and the end which the Lord gave ; see (i.e. recognise from this) 
that the Lord is trodvotayxyvos and oixtipwov. Such an 
imperative, introduced dovvdéTws, is not foreign to the style 
of James; comp. chap. i. 16,19. With the Receptus, and 
also with the union of ‘ere with 7d réXos xuptou, dtu is not 
a particle of proof = for (de Wette, Wiesinger, Lange), since in 

_ the preceding words no thought is expressed which would be 
confirmed by this clause; but an objective particle that ; 
a twofold object is joined to the verb, the second definitely 
bringing forward the point indicated in the first; arbi- 
trarily Theile translates it and certainly.— The subject to 
éotw is at all events 0 xvpuos, which, according to the most 

important authorities, is to be retained as genuine. — vodv- 
omAayxvos] is a complete dr. Aey. “coined after the Hebrew 27 
bn” (Wiesinger), which the LXX. translate vodvédeos, see 
Ex. xxxiv. 6, etc.; in Eph. iv. 32, 1 Pet. iii. 8, is the related 

expression edorayyvos. — oixtipwwv] in the N. T. only here 
and in Luke vi. 36 (comp. Col. iii, 12: omAdyyva oixrippod), 
frequently in O. T.; comp. with this passage, particularly 
Ex. xxxiv. 6; Ps. ciii. 8; and Ecclus. ii. 7 ff. — The reference 
to the mercy of God was to impress the readers, in their 
sufferings, with the hope that the reward of their patience 
would not fail them, and to encourage them to stedfast 
endurance. 

that James ‘‘ did thus connect the example of Abraham with that of Rahab.” 
It is evidently inappropriate to place together Job as ‘‘ the great sufferer of the 
Old Testament,” with Christ as ‘‘the great sufferer of the New Testament.” 

1 In a peculiar but highly arbitrary manner, Lange refers ér to what directly 
precedes, uniting it with +d réaes xvpiov in the sense that it is thereby specified 
what Christ was able to effect in entering upon His sufferings. 
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Ver. 12. The warning contained in this verse against 
swearing is in no other connection with the preceding than 
what lay in the conduct of the readers. The Epistle of James 
was occasioned by manifold faults in the churches, and there- 
fore he could not conclude without referring to the inconsiderate 
swearing prevalent among them. It is as little indicated that 
he refers to the warning against abuse of the tongue (chap. 
iii.; Hornejus) as that this swearing arose from impatience, 
against which the preceding verses are directed (against 
Gataker, Wiesinger). How important this warning was to 
the author the words mpd wavtwy 6é show, by which it is 
indicated that it of all other exhortations is to be specially 
taken to heart. James assigns the reason of this in the words 
iva pa) UO Kplow Téonte. — The warning pa dpvvere is more 
exactly stated in the words majte Tov ovpavov, pate THY yh, 
pnte addov Twa Spkov. It is to be noticed that swearing by 
the name of God is not mentioned. This is not, as Rauch 
along with others maintains, to be considered as included in 
the last member of the clause, but James with pte adXov 

Twa Opkov has in view only similar formulae as the above, of 
which several are mentioned in Matt. v. 35, 36. Had James 

intended to forbid swearing by the name of God, he would 
most certainly have expressly mentioned it; for not only is 
it commanded in the O. T. law, in contradistinction to other 

oaths (Deut. vi. 13, x. 20; Ps. lxiii, 12), but also in the 
prophets it is announced as a token of the future turning 
of men to God (Isa. lxv. 16; Jer. xii. 16, xxiii. 7,8). The 

omission of this oath shows that James in this warning has in 
view only the abuse, common among the Jews generally and 
also among his readers, of introdueing in the common every-day 
affairs of life, instead of the simple yea or nay, such assevera- 
tions as those here mentioned; so that we are not justified in 
deducing from his words an absolute prohibition of swearing in 
general,’ as has been done by many expositors of our Epistle, 

1 Rauch says: ‘‘ One should give honour to the truth, and freely and without 
prejudice recognise that according to the clear words of the text here, as in Matt. 
v. 34 ff., a general and unconditional prohibition of all oaths is expressed.” To 
this it is replied that honour is given to the truth when one is not taken by 
appearance, but seeks without prejudice to comprehend the actual meaning. 

In opposition to the view that Christ by the prohibition of oaths, in Matt. v. 
33 if, has in view the ideal condition of the church, Wiesinger with justice 
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and especially by Oecumenius, Bede, Erasmus, Gebser, Hot- 
tinger, Theile, de Wette, Neander (comp. also Meyer on Matt. 
v. 33 ff.); whereas Calvin, Estius, Hornejus, Laurentius, Grotius, 

Pott, Baumgarten, Michaelis, Storr, Morus, Schneckenburger, 

Kern, Wiesinger, Bouman, Lange,’ and others, refer James’ pro: 

hibition to light and trifling oaths. The use of oaths by heaven 
etc., arises, on the one hand, from forgetting that every oath, in 

its deeper significance, is a swearing by God; and, on the other 
hand, from a depreciation of the simple word, thus from a 
frivolity which is in direct contrast to the earnestness of the 

Christian disposition. The construction of duvvew with the 
accusative Tov ovpavoy, etc., is in accordance with classical 
usage, whereas the construction with éy and eis (in Matt.) is 
according to Hebraistic usage.—To the prohibition James 
opposes the command with the words #jtw Oé tuav Td val 
vat kat To od ov, which do not express a new exhortation 
(Schneckenburger), but the contrast to durvvew Tov odpavor, etc. 
Most expositors (Theophylact, Oecumenius, Zwingh, Calvin, 
Hornejus, Grotius, Bengel, Gebser, Schneckenburger, Kern, 

Stier, and others) find here a command to _ truthfulness 
expressed ; but incorrectly, as in the foregoing pa ouverte a 
reference to the contrast between truth and falsehood is not 
in question at all. De Wette correctly explains it: “let your 
yea be (a simple) yea, and your nay (a simple) nay” (so also 
Estius, Piscator, Hottinger, Neander, Wiesinger, and others ; 

comp. Al. Buttmann, p. 142 [E. T. 163]).? Not the sentiment 
itself, but its form only is different from Matt. v. 37 (see 
Tholuck and Meyer in loco).— The form #tw (1 Cor. xvi. 22 ; 
Ps. civ. 31, LXX.) instead of é>7@ is found in classical Greek 
only once in Plato, Rep. ii. p. 361 (see Buttmann, Awsfiihrl. 
Gr. § 108, Remark 15 [E. T. 49]; Winer, p. 73 [E. T. 95]).— 

observes: ‘‘ It can no longer be said, in reference to our passage, that only an 
ideal requirement is expressed calculated for entirely different circumstances 
than those which were in reality, for there can be no doubt that James demands 
for his requirement complete practice under the actual and not the ideal cireum- 

stances of his readers.” 
1 Lange by this understands more exactly : ‘‘ conspiracy, which is a swearing 

accompanied by hypothetical imprecations or the giving of a pledge.” More- 
over, his view of the design of the Epistle misled him to find the reason of this 
prohibition in Jewish zeal to enter into conspiracies. 

* Lange would unite the two points together; and he is so far not in the wrong, 
as Jaines presupposes truthfulness 
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iva wy vd Kplow wéonTe] assigns the reason why one should 
not swear, but should be satisfied with the simple yea or nay. 
According to its meaning, the expression is equivalent to iva 
py =KpcOjre, ver. 9. There is nothing strange in méqrtevv 
vo]; comp. 2 Sam. xxii. 39; Ps. xviii. 39. By «pious is to 
be understood judicium condemnatorium. The swearing for- 
bidden by James subjects to the judgment, because it is 
founded on and in every instance promotes frivolity. 

Ver. 13. If one among you suffers, let him pray; if one is of 
good courage, let him sing psalms. This exhortation stands in 
no assignable connection with what goes before. The suffer- 
ings to which ver. 7 ff. refer are those of persecution; but 
xaxoTraGeiv has here an entirely general meaning. On account 
of the following ev@uuez?, many expositors (Beza, Semler, 
Rosenmiiller, Hottinger) incorrectly explain caxoTaGeiv — “ to 
be dejected” (Vulgate: tristatur quis). It rather means to be 
unfortunate, to suffer, in which aegritudo animo is certainly 
to be considered as included. Pott incorrectly takes it as 

equivalent to the following aoGevety, which is only a particular 
kind of xaxotvraGeiv,— mpocevyecOat] denotes prayer gene- 
rally; there is no reason to limit it here to petition.—warrew | 
literally, to touch, used particularly of stringed instruments ; in 
the LXX. the translation of }22 and 2! = to sing psalms ; 
comp. particularly 1 Cor. xiv. 15. Both joy and sorrow 
should be the occasion of prayer to the Christian. The form 
of the sentence is the same as in 1 Cor. vii. 18, 27. Meyer: 
“The protases do not convey a question, being in the rhetori- 
cally emphatic form of the hypothetical indicative ;” see 
Waner) py £52) [Bs Ts, 203i) py 255 [Ee Ti 355],:p. 478 
[E. T. 678] 

Ver. 14. From the general caxovraéeiy a particular instance, 
that of sickness, is selected. aoQ@evety] = aegrotare, as in 
Matt. x. 8, Luke iv. 40, and many other passages ; the opposite: 
irytaivery.—{By aoOevet tis James hardly means any sick 
person, but only such a person who under the burden of 
bodily suffering also suffers spiritually, being thereby tempted 
in his faith.— The sick man is to call to himself the pres- 

1 Lachmann has after the sentence containing the hypothesis put a mark of 
interrogation. Al. Buttmann, p. 195 [E. T. 226], rightly declares this to be 
unnecessary, but has in his edition of the N. T. adopted the same punctuation. 
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byters of the congregation. mpooxadecdcOw] in the middle 
expresses only the reference to himself; not that the call is 
by others, which is here taken for granted. — todvs mpeoBuré- 
pous THs exxAnaias] the presbyters of the congregation, namely, 
to which the sick man belongs. It is arbitrary to explain 
Tovs mpecPurépous as unum ex presbyteris (Estius, Hammond, 
Laurentius, Wolf); the whole body is meant (Wiesinger), as 
the article shows; not some of its members, as Theile considers 
possible. The following words: kai mpocevEacOwoay x.7.X., 
express the object for which the presbyters are to come; they 
are to pray over him, anointing him in the name of the Lord. 
The prayer is the chief point, “as also ver. 15 teaches: 7 
evyn T. TioTews x.T.r.” (Wiesinger) ; the anointing is the act 
accompanying the prayer. éz avrtov] is generally inaccu- 
rately explained as equivalent to pro eo, pro salute ejus; 
évt with the accusative expresses figuratively the reference 
to something, similarly as the German ‘ber with the accusa- 
tive; thus xkAalew émi twa, Luke xxiii. 28. How far the 
author thought on a local reference, he who prayeth bending 
over the sick, or stretching forth his hands over him, cannot 

be determined; see Acts xix. 13.— With the prayer is to be 
conjoined the anointing of the sick, for what purpose James 
does not state. According to Mark vi. 13, the disciples in 
their miracles of healing applied it, when at the command of 
Jesus they traversed the Jewish land; but the reason of their 
doing so is not given, nor at a later period is there any 
mention of it in the miracles of the apostles.’ ( Probably 
James mentions the anointing with oil only in conformity 
with the general custom of employing oil for the refreshing, 
strengthening, and healing of the body,’ since he refers the 
miracle not to the anointing, but to the prayer, and, presup- 
posing its use, directs that the presbyters should unite prayer 
with it, and that they should perform it év 7d dvopare (Tod) 
xupiov, that is, in a believing and trustful mention of the 
name of Christ (less probably of God). \\ That év T@ ov. kup. 

1 Meyer in loco considers this anointing, as also ‘the application of spittle on 
the part of Jesus Himself, as a conductor of the supernatural healing power, 
analogous to the laying on of hands. But in this the distinction is too little 
observed, that according to general custom oil, but not spittle, and the laying on 
of hands, was applied to the sick. 

* See Herzog’s Real-Eneycl. en Ocl, Oelung, Salbe. 
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| cannot mean jussu et auctoritate Christi is evident, because 
there is no express command of Christ to employ it. Gebser 
‘incorrectly unites this particular with mpocevédcO@wcar; 
Schneckenburger with both verbs; it belongs only to dane- 
aravtes (de Wette, Wiesinger). The question why the 
presbyters should do this is not to be answered, with 
Schneckenburger: quia TO ydpicpa iapatev (1 Cor. xii. 9) 
cum iis communicatum erat; for, on the one hand, it is 

an arbitrary supposition that the presbyters possessed that 
xapiopa, and, on the other hand, there is here no mention of 

it; incorrectly also Pott: quia uti omnino prudentissimi elige- 
bantur, sic forte etiam artis medicae peritissimi erant. Bengel 
has given the true explanation: qui dum orant, non multo 
minus est, quam si tota oraret ecclesia; and Neander: “the 
presbyters as organs acting in the name of the church.” + 

Ver. 15 mentions the result of the prayer conjoined with 
the anointing. — cai 1) ebyy THs wictews| That the prayer of 
the presbyters must proceed from faith was not asserted in 
the preceding, but was evidently presupposed; it is now 
directly characterized as such. Ts miotews is gen. subj.: 
the prayer which faith offers ; inaccurately Schneckenburger : 
preces fide plenae. iotvs is used here in the same significa- 
tion as in chap. i. $6; it is sure confidence in the Lord, 

in reference to the case in question. Grotius, Gomarus, 

Schneckenburger, Theile, and others define the prayer more 
closely, as that of the presbyters and of the sick man. On 
the other hand, Wiesinger refers 4 edy7 tT. 7. to mpocevEac- 
@wcav, accordingly the intercession of the presbyters; so 
also de Wette. This is correct; it is, however, to be observed 

that James has certainly supposed as self-evident the prayer 
of the sick man who called the elders. The following 
words: cace Tov Kduvovta, state the effect of the prayer of 
the presbyters. — tov kaduvovta] takes up again doOeve? Tus. 
Kapvew, in the N. T. except here only in Heb. xii. 3 in a 
figurative sense, has even with classical writers very commonly 

‘It is well known that the Catholic Church, besides Mark vi. 13, specially 

appeals to this passage in support of the sacrament of extreme unction. Chem- 
nitz, in his Hxamen Conc. Trid., has already thoroughly shown with what 

incorrectness they have done so. Even Cajetan and Baronius doubt whether 
James here treats of that sacrament, as he does not speak of the sick unto death, 

but of the sick generally. See Herzog’s Real-Encycl. on the word Oelung. 
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the meaning to be sick.— ca@cer] equivalent to will recover. 
This meaning is required by reference to Tov xduvorta, and 
to the context generally ; the word occurs in the same signifi- 
cation in Matt. ix. 22; Mark v. 23; John xi. 12, and else- 

where. — By the following clause: cai éyepet adtov 6 Kuptos, 
what is said is more exactly specified; the prayer of iaith 
effects owferv, by which the Lord (apparently Christ) on its 
account helps; éyeipew, to raise wp from the sick-bed, sec 
Mark i. 31, etc.; not “to raise up from sickness” (Lange ; 
“to cause him to recover,’ de Wette); the word never occurs 
in this meaning in the N. T. — A particular case is added to 
the general. Kav dpuaptias 7 memownxos| xav is not, as is 
done by most expositors, but against linguistic usage,’ to be 
resolved by and «af, but by even if (so also Lange). By the 
sins here meant are such as formed the special reason of the 
sickness. Accordingly, the meaning is: even if he has drawn 
his sickness upon himself by special sins (unsatisfactorily 
Lange: “if his sickness has become by them very severe ”). 
By 7 Teroimxws the effect of the sins is represented as 
existing. — The apodosis ageOjoetas atd7@ expresses that 
even in this case the healing will not fail. The forgiveness 
of sins is here meant, which is confirmed by the removal of 
the special punishment produced by the particular sins. The 
explanation of Hammond is evidently entirely erroneous: non 
tam a Deo, quam a Presbyteris, qui aegroto peccata ipsis 
confitenti .. . absolutionem dare tenentur. As regards the 
construction of the sentence, cay memounxws may be joined to 
what goes before, and ageO7jcerav considered as an asyndeton 

addition: and the Lord will raise him up, even if he has com- 
mitted sins... (for) tt will be forgiven him. But the usual 
construction, according to which ade@jceras is simply the 
apodosis to «av «.7.X., is to be preferred on account of the 
close connection of ideas; thus: even if he hath committed 
sins, it will be forgiven him; by which the idea is included 
in adeOnoetas avT@, that he will be healed of his sickness. 
— 70 teromxévat is to be supplied from the preceding to 

1 In no passage of the N. T., except perhaps Luke xiii. 9, is the xa/ in xd» 
the simple copula uniting two sentences, but it has everywhere the meaning 
though, even. The N. T. usage is here in conformity with the classical ; see 

Pape on the word xe». 
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adeOycerat (Bengel, Theile, Wiesinger). —- The promise (cwoee 

. éyeper) so positively expressed by James is founded on 

his confidence in the Lord, who hears believing intercession, 

so that it is not in vain. It is certainly surprising that 

James gives this assurance without any restriction. Although 
we cannot say, with Hottinger: si certus et constans talium 
precum fuisset eventus, nemo unquam mortuus esset, since 

the nature of the condition, on which James makes the event 

dependent, is not considered; on the one hand, it is self- 

evident that true wiotus includes the humble wAynv ody as 
éyo Oétw GAN os ov (Matt. xxvi. 39); and, on the other 
hand, it is to be observed that although James here evidently 
speaks of bodily sickness and its cure, yet he uses such 

expressions as point beyond the sphere of the corporeal to the 
spiritual, so that even when the result corresponds not to the 
expectation in reference to the bodily sickness, yet the prayer 
of faith does not remain unanswered in the higher sense." 

Ver. 16 annexes a new thought to what has been said, 
which is, however, as the strongly attested ody shows, in close 

connection. From the special order James infers a general 
injunction, in which the intervening thought is to be con- 
ceived that the sick man confessed his sins to the presbyters 
for the purpose of their intercession; Christians generally are 

to practise the same duty of confession toward each other. It 
is incorrect, with Chrysostom (de sacerd. 1. U1.) and several 
ancient and other expositors, to refer the injunction contained 
in this verse to the above-mentioned relation of the presbyters 
and the sick to each other, and accordingly to paraphrase it, 
with Pott: ipeis doOevovvtes %Eoporoyeicbe tols mpeaBuTeE- 
pols Ta TapaTTopata tuav Kal vets mpecBvtepor evyecOe 
imép Tov acbevovvtwy ; for by this uot only is violence done 
to the language, but also an intolerable tautology arises. 
aAXnrows ‘can only be referred to the relation of individual 
believers to each other, so that Cajetan correctly says: nec 
lic est sermo de confessione sacramentali. Some expositors 

'It must be designated as arbitrary when Lange understands this passage 
also as symbolical, and thus interprets it: ‘‘If any man as a Christian has been 
hurt, or become sick in his Christianity, let him seek healing from the 
presbyters, the kernel of the congregation. Let these pray with and for him, 
and anoint him with the oil of the Spirit; such a course, wherever taken, will 
surely restore him, and his transgressions will be forgiven him.” 

- 



922 THE EPISTLE OF JAMES. 

incorrectly restrict the general expression traparT@pata to 
such sins which one commits against another; Wolf: de illis 
tantum peccatis sermo est, quae alter in alterum commisit, 

quorumque veniam ab altero poscit; Bengel: aegrotus et 
quisquis offendit, jubetur confiteri; offensus orare. The passage 
treats not of human, but of the divine forgiveness ; and thus of 
sins not as offences against our neighbour, but as violations of 
the law of God.'— Kat edyerOe trép addijdwv] To éEopuoro- 
ynous intercession for one another is to be conjoined; indeed, 
the former takes place in order that the latter may follow. 
The contents of the prayer is naturally the divine forgiveness, 
but the aim to be attained thereby is é7rws iaOfre. The word 
iacOa: is in the N. T. used both literally and figuratively 
(Heb. xu. 13; 1 Pet. 11. 24). After the example of several 
expositors (Hottinger, de Wette, Wiesinger), the first meaning 
has hitherto in this commentary been ascribed to iaOjre, on 
account of the connection of this verse with what goes before ; 
but since among a@AAnAovs are certainly to be understood not 
only the sick, and James indicates by nothing that his injunc- 
tion refers only to them, it is more correct to take ‘aOj7e here, 
in its proper reference to wapar7#para, in a figurative sense 
(Estius, Carpzov, Grotius, Gebser, and others) ; whether James 
likewise thought on a bodily healing taking place in the cases 
occurring (Schneckenburger, Kern) must remain undetermined. 
— It is to be remarked that the prayer of the presbyters does 
not exclude the common intercession of the members of the 
church, and that the efficacy attributed to the latter is not 
less than that attributed to the former. — ord ioxyver Sénous 
dixaiov évepyoupévn| is added by James for the purpose of 
strengthening the above exhortation; the asyndeton connection 
is with him not remarkable. The stress is on 7oAvd ioxvet, 

consequently it stands first. Sdé«avos, equivalent to the Hebrew 
P'S, is, according to the Christian view of James, he who in 

faith performs the works of vopos éNevOepias. — With regard 
to évepyouuévn, expositors have introduced much that is 
arbitrary. Most take the participle as an adjective belonging 
to Sénous, and then attempt to explain the expression dénous 
évepyoupevn. Oecumenius leaves the word itself unexplained, 
but he lays stress on the point that the prayer of the 
1 Lange primarily understands by this ‘‘the sins of the Judaizing disposition.” 
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righteous is only then effectual when he, for whom it is 
offered, cupmpattn Sia Kaxocews Tvevpatixhs with the 
suppliant. Michaelis explains it: preces agitante Spiritu 
sancto effusae; Carpzov: déyows Sua rictews évepyoupévy ; 
Gebser understands prayer in which the suppliant himself 
works for the accomplishment of his wish; similarly Calvin : 
tune vere in actu est oratio, quum succurrere contendimus iis, 

qui laborant. According to the usual explanation, évepyoupévn 
is assumed to be synonymous with évepyns or évepyos (éxTevns, 
Luke xxii. 44; Acts xii. 5), “strenuus,” “intentus,” “ earnest,” 

etc., and this qualification of the prayer of the righteous man 
is attached to woAd éoyver as its condition; Luther: “if it is 
earnest” (so Wiesinger, and similarly Erasmus, Beza, Gataker, 

Hornejus, Grotius, Wolf, Baumgarten, Hottinger, Schnecken- 

burger, Theile, Bouman, and others). This explanation, how- 

ever, has not only, as Wiesinger confesses, N. T. usage against 
it, but this qualification cannot be taken as the condition of 
mTonv ioxvet, but is rather the statement of the characteristic 
nature of the prayer of the righteous man. It would be more 
correct to adhere to the verbal meaning of the participle (so 
Pott, whose paraphrases, however: woAv ioyver [Svvatac] 
évepyeiv, or: TOAD icxyver Kal évepyet Sénous, are arbitrary), 
and to explain it: the prayer of the righteous man availeth 
much, whilst i works (not: “if it applies itself to working,” 
de Wette), ae. an its working. That it does work is assumed ; 
that, besides working, it odd ioyver, which James brings 
forward and confirms by the following example of Elias. 

Vv. 17, 18. James, wishing to show in the example of 
Elias the power of prayer, observes beforehand on the 
objection that, owing to his peculiar greatness (see Ecclus. 
xlviii. 1-15), the example of Elias was inapplicable to 
ordinary men, that “EXias avOpwrros Fv oporotabyns jpiv.— 
avOpwros] is not here pleonastic (Schneckenburger), but 
denotes the point on which James insists, which is still more 
strengthened by opoiorabys jyuiv. This idea contains no 
reference to the sufferings which Elias had to endure 
(Laurentius, Schneckenburger, Bouman), but signifies only 
of like disposition and nature; see Meyer on Acts xiv. 15; 

1 Lange translates: ‘‘which is inwardly effectual (working),” and thinks 

that évepycicdas expresses a passive-active working. 
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comp. also Wisd. of Sol. viii. 3, and Grimm on 4 Mace. 
xii. 13. Lange inappropriately explains it “similarly con- 
ditioned.” Gebser assumes a contrast to d/kavos, strangely 
explaining it: “having the same sentiments and passions as 
we; James inferred how much more will the prayer of a 

duxaiov avail.” — The history, to which James refers, is con- 
tained in 1 Kings xvii. 1, xviii. 1,41 ff The account of 
James differs in two points from the O. T. narrative; first, the 
point on account of which James appeals to Elias, namely his 
twofold prayer, is not mentioned; and, secondly, it is stated that 
it began to rain in the third year. Both in 1 Kings xvii. 1 
and in xviii. 41, Elias only announces what will take place; in 
the first passage, that it will not rain these years, and in the 
second passage, that it will soon rain. Neither in what Klas 
says of himself in 1 Kings xvii. 1: YB? ‘TY WA, nor in what 
is related in 1 Kings xviii. 41, is it stated that Elias offered 
up such a prayer as James mentions ; for although in ver. 42 
Elias is represented as praying, yet it is not hinted that the 
rain took place in consequence of his prayer, since rather the 
promise of rain (ver. 1) preceded the prayer. Yet those state- 
ments, and particularly the word of Elias in 1 Kings xvu. 2: 
27 ‘DDN *3, are to be considered as the foundation of the 
statement of James, whether he followed a tradition (see 
Ecclus. xlviii. 2, 3) or a view peculiar to himself. — With 
recard to the second deviation, the same statement concerning 
the duration of the drought is found in Luke iv. 25 (see 
Meyer in loco), and in the Jalkut Schimoni on 1 Kings xvi., 
where it is said: Anno xiii. Achabi fames regnabit in Samaria 
per tres annos et dimidum anni. It is certainly correct, as 
Benson remarks, that if the rain, according to the word of 
lias, was stayed at the beginning of the rainy season, and it 
again began to rain in the third year at the end of the summer 

season, the drought would continue in all three and a halt 

years; but according to the statement of James, the drought 

began with the prayer of Elias, and continued from that three 
and a half years. Accordingly, Wiesinger is wrong in finding 
in the remark of Benson a sufficient reconciliation of the 
difference.! — mpocevyh tpoonvéaro] the same construction as 

1 It is otherwise with regard to Luke iv. 25, where the simple duration of 

time during which it would not rain is stated. James has erred in making the 



~ 

CHAP. V. 18—20. ppt 

Gavato arobaveicbe, Gen. ii. 17, LX X., as the Greek rendering 

of the Hebrew union of the infinite absolute with the finite 
tense, which the LXX. usually express by the union of the 
participle with the finite tense (see Winer, p. 317 f. [E. T. 427]). 
This addition of the substantive serves to bring out the verbal 
idea (de Wette), not to denote that the prayer of Elias was 
earnest (Schneckenburger, Wiesinger, Lange), but that nothing 
else than his prayer produced the long drought. — tod py 
Bpé€ar] the genitive of design after mpoonvEaro, because the 
contents of the prayer agreed with its object. This construc- 
tion corresponds to the frequent use of iva with verbs of 
asking in the N. T.; see Winer, p. 292 [E. T. 410]. — Speyer] 
is here used, as in the later classics, impersonally ; otherwise 
in Matt. v. 45; Gen. ii. 5, xix. 24. Baumgarten incorrectly 
supplies 6 @eos as the subject. — cal ov« «.7.X.] the result of 
the prayer. Schneckenburger: quis non sentit pondus dictionis 
Tov pn peat, Kal ovx &BpeEev; comp. Gen. i. 3, fiat lux, et 
facta est lux. — éml tis yhs] not on the land, i.e. Palestine 
(Grotius, Wolf, Baumgarten, Stolz, Lange, and others), but on 

the earth (Luther); comp. Luke iv. 25 (Gen. vii. 12). 

Ver. 18. The second prayer of Elias, and its result. — o 
ovpavos veTov Edwxev] a popular form of expression ; comp. Acts 
xiv. 17. — cat } yf «.7.r.] contains not a further description, 

but added to mark more strongly the effect of the prayer: 
heaven and earth acted according to the prayer of Elias. — 
éBAdotTnoev] properly an intransitive verb ; so in Matt. xiii. 26; 
Mark iv. 27; Heb. ix. 4. The first aorist here, as frequently in 
the later classics, in a transitive signification ; comp. Gen. i. 11, 
LXX. With respect to the form, see Winer, p. 77 [E. T. 92]. 
— Tov Kkaprov av7Ths| Schneckenburger: fruges suas i. e. quas 
ferre solet. 

Vv. 19, 20. To the exhortation to mutual confession and 

intercession is annexed “ the reference to an important matter 
—the reclaiming of an erring soul” (Wiesinger). Ver. 19 
forms the supposition; this is expressed in two co-ordinate 

prayer of Elias mentioned by him precede this whole period ; whereas what is 
mentioned in 1 Kings xvii. 1, is that it commenced after the summer during 
which it had not rained. According to Lange, the reconciliation consists in 
this, that in 1 Kings xviii. only the duration of the real famine is stated, which 
did not begin until one year after the announcement of the drought ; but there 

is no indication of this statement. 

MEYER.—J AMES. P 
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sentences, of which the first is subordinate in thought to the 
second: “if any convert one who has erred from the truth.” 
— mravnOy| the passive aorist here, as frequently in the 
signification of the middle. — azo tis adnOeias] With this is 
meant not a single practical aberration, but an alienation from 
the Christian principle of life, an inward apostasy from the 
Aovyos aAnOeias by which the Christian is begotten (Jas. i. 18), 
disclosing itself in a sinful course of life (so also Wiesinger, 
Briickner, Lange’).— «al émvotpépy] sc. ext tHv adjOeav; 
comp. Luke i. 16, 17. 

Ver. 20 forms the apodosis. — ywooxéto] The tis men- 

tioned in the second half of the preceding verse is the subject 
—the converter and not the converted. The remarkableness 
of the repetition of the subject after 67s disappears, when it is 

_ considered that the idea to be taken to heart is expressed as 
a sentence which is universally valid? Calvin rightly draws 
attention to the fact that the tendency of the verse is to 
excite zeal for the conversion of the erring. — The word 
dpaptwdov is to be retained in its general signification, and 
not to be referred simply to tov wAavnbévta amo Ths adnOeias ; 
it denotes the genus to which he that errs from the truth 
belongs as species. — €« wAavys 0500 avrod] not = ex erroris 
vita (Schulthess); correctly Luther: “from the error of his 
way.” wAavn states the nature of the way on which the 
dpaptwros walks, and forms the contrast to a\jPeva, — coces 
wuxny [adtod] €« Oavarov] ic. he will save a (his) soul from 
the death to which otherwise it would have fallen a prey. The 
future is here used because James “has in view the final 
result of such a saving deed” (Wiesinger). On yuynv, comp. 
chap. i. 21; on the reading of the Receptus Estius remarks: 
absolute posita emphasin habet. But probably Wuyjy adrod 
is the correct reading. O@dvatos, eternal destruction, as in 
chap. i.15. Lange strangely explains it as “ the moral dissolu- 
tion of the ontological life eternally self-generating itself.” — 
Kal Kadtryper TANGos duaptidy] is to be understood not of the 

1 Arbitrarily, Lange defines the aberration more precisely ‘‘ as an aberration 
into Judaistic and chiliastic doings and fanatical and seditious lusts.” 

* Wiesinger : ‘6 iairpiyas is not to be taken as equivalent to he who, in 
strict reference to the subject of y»wcxtrw, but expresses the general idea that 

every one who converts a sinner performs a great work ; it is the general state- 
ment, under which he who is designated by yiwwextrw subordinates his doing.” 
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sins of the converter, who by his good work obtains forgive- 
ness, whether on the part of God (Zacharias, ep. I. ad Bonifac. ; 
Bede, Erasmus, Bouman, and others) or on the part of man 
(Augusti: “his own offences will not be remembered”), but 
of the sins of the converted (so most expositors). The words 
are an echo of Prov. x. 12 (comp. 1 Pet. iv. 8), although it is 
doubtful if James had this passage actually in view ; especially 
Kanrvrrew here does not, as a strict translation of the Hebrew 

mB2,—-see Neh. ui. 36 (LXX. ed. Tisch. iv. 6); Ps. xxxii. 1, 
Ixxxy. 3,— signify to forgive, but the figurative expression is 
used by James in the sense that the sins of the converted are 
by the converter covered or concealed from the eyes of God, 
ac. their forgiveness is effected. By wAfj@os daywapti@y are 

meant not the sins which the dpaptwdcs would otherwise 
commit (Jaspar: peccata adhuc patranda), and which were 
now prevented by his conversion (Pott: multa futura impediet), 
but the multitude of sins which he committed before his con- 
version. Lange thinks: “ this restriction misapprehends the 
progressive nature of guilt;” but how could sins which have 
not been committed be forgiven?? That the mention here is 
not of human, but of divine forgiveness, the close connection 
of the idea with the preceding cace: Wuynv éx Pavdtou shows. 
Correctly Wiesinger: “ «advyes carries on further the cdcet 
wuyjv, and states the ground of this salvation.” 

1 De Wette takes objection to the strong expression va7éos, as he thinks that 
the reference here is only to aberration, and not to a vicious life; and on this 
account he will consider, along with this, the sins of those who stand in 
reciprocal action with him who has erred, and were or might have been injured 
and led astray by him; but without reason; especially andes duapriay cor- 
responds entirely to the idea raavnéivas aro rns aAndeias, provided it be not 
arbitrarily weakened (so also Briickner). 

2 «Tn order to give prominence to the noble historical import of the Epistle, 
which has been only too much missed and neglected,” Lange maintains that 
James here, at the conclusion, invites the believing part of his people to engage 
in intercession and in “‘ the work of salvation, that many individuals may be 
saved from death, and a multitude of sins might be atoned for,” 
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THE FIRST EPISTLE OF THE APOSTLE JOHN. 

INTRODUCTION. 

SEC, 1—CONTENTS AND DESIGN OF THE EPISTLE, 

mw EADING IDEAS.—The entire development of 
yA, the argument of the Epistle is based upon the 

single fundamental conviction of the antagonism 
subsisting between the “ world” and “ believers.” 

Whilst the former are under the power and dominion of the 
devil, the latter are in fellowship with God. Those who belong 
to the world are the children of the devil, the others are the 
children of God. The objective basis of believers’ life-fellowship 
with God is the mission of the Son of God, originating in His 
love, for the reconciliation of the world, or the incarnation of 

the Son of God (the Eternal Life which was with God from 
eternity), and His self-sacrifice unto death; its subjective 
basis is faith in this fact of the divine love. Whosoever 
believes in Jesus Christ, the Son of God, belongs no more to 
the world, but has been born of divine seed, a child of God. 

The Christian must therefore, above all things, be on his 
euard against the false doctrine which, making a distinction 
between Jesus and the Son of God (or Christ), denies the 
manifestation of the Son of God in the flesh, — and, conse- 

quently, the fact of the revelation of divine love, —and 
thereby abolishes the ground of the life-fellowship with God. 
—In the communion which the believer, anointed with the 

Holy Ghost, enjoys with God in Christ, he possesses not only 
true knowledge, but also righteousness. Whilst the world is 
dominated by darkness, and those who belong to it know not 
whither they go, believers walk in the light. Enlightened by 
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the Holy Ghost, they know God in the truth of His being, 
and are able to distinguish between truth and falsehood. At 
the same time their life is in sharpest contrast to sin. The 
latter is so opposed to their nature, that, as those who are 
born of God, they do not, nay, cannot sin, but, on the con- 

trary, in harmony with the pattern of Christ, do righteousness ; 
whereas those who belong to the world, as children of the 
devil, commit sin, which is the principle of their life. It is 

true the Christian is conscious that he also still has sin; but 

inasmuch as he does not deny, but, on the contrary, confesses 
it openly, the blood of Christ cleanses him ; and, further, in the 

consciousness that Christ, the Righteous One, is his Paraclete 

with the Father, he also purifies himself, as Christ is pure. — 
The essence of the believer's righteousness is love to God, 
which manifests itself 7m obedience to His commandments, the 

sum of which is love to the brethven.— Whilst the world, 

following the example of Cain, who hated and slew his 
brother on account of his righteous life, hates the children of 
God, and in the spirit of hatred incurs the guilt of murder, 
the believer, imitating the pattern of Christ, feels himself 
bound, not in word only, but in deed as well, to love his 

brother, and to give his life for him if necessary. In love 
like this he possesses evidence of his divine adoption, and 
therein eternal life. Whilst the world continues in death, he 
has passed out of death into life; and in this new life he is 
free from fear and full of joyful confidence. He knows that 
his prayers are heard of God, and looks forward with con- 
fidence to the day of judgment, when he shall not be put to 
shame, but shall be like God, inasmuch as he shall see Him 

as He is.—The period still continues during which the 
world manifests its antagonism to the believer, who is also 
tempted by the devil; but in his faith, which is the victory 
over the world, he has vanquished these enemies, and the 
devil can accomplish nothing against him. Moreover, the 
world has already begun to vanish; it is the last time, as the 
appearance of Antichrist clearly proves—soon Christ shall 
appear, and with Him the perfecting of His own. 

2. Line of Argument.—At the outset we have an introduc- 
tion, in which the apostle announces the appearing of that 
Eternal Life which was with the Father to be the theme of 
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his apostolic message, and indicates the perfecting of his 
readers’ joy, in their communion with the Father and with 
His Son Jesus Christ, as the end aimed at in his Epistle, 
chap. i. 1-4. The letter itself he begins with the thought 
that God is Light (i. 5), from which he infers that if a man 
asserts that he has fellowship with God, whilst walking in 
darkness, it is a lie (i. 6); and, on the other hand, that the 

fellowship of Christians with each other, and purification 
through the blood of Christ, are conditioned by a walk in the 
light (i. 7). In connection with the purification mentioned, 
he urges that whosoever claims to be without sin deceives 
himself, and makes God a liar, whereas in case of an honest 

confession of sin God manifests His faithfulness and justice 
by forgiving the sin and cleansing from it (i. 8-10); and with 
this consciousness, in case he sin, the Christian may comfort 
himself, since he has Jesus Christ the Righteous, who is the 
propitiation for the sins of the whole world, as his Paraclete 
with the Father (i. 1, 2). In ver. 3 the apostle returns 
again to the starting-point in his argument, by showing that 
(just as fellowship with God can only be enjoyed whilst 
walking in the light) the knowledge of God can only exist in 
obedience to His commandments, and the being in Him in 
following after Christ (i. 3-6). The command involved in 
this for the readers, says the apostle, is the old one which 

they had heard from the beginning, and which he now once 
more impresses on them because the darkness is already 
beginning to vanish. He then describes (ii. 7, 8) walking in 
the light as walking in brotherly love, whereas the man who 
hates his brother is in darkness (ii. 9-11); and turns directly 
to his readers, whom he addresses as true Christians who 

have obtained forgiveness, known the Father, and conquered 
the evil one (ii. 12-14), in order to warn them against love 
of the world and seduction by false teachers. The exhorta- 
tion: “love not the world,” he bases on a reference to the 

incompatibility of love of the world with love of God, and on 
the passing away of the world and its lust (ii. 15-17). The 
necessity for this exhortation the apostle discovers in the fact 
that it is the last time, as the appearance of the antichrists 
shows (ii. 18). The line of thought thus passes on to the 
consideration of these antichrists. The apostle mentions, 
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first of all, their relation to the Christian church. “They 
have,” he says, “gone out from us, but they were not of us;” 
and he then describes them, after the interjectory remark that 
his readers, as the anointed of the Holy One, know the truth, 

as those who deny that Jesus is the Christ (ac. as deniers of 
the identity of Jesus and Christ), whereby they deny the 
Father as well as the Son (ii. 19-23). After an exhortation 
to his readers to abide by what they had heard from the 
beginning, whereby they should continue in the Son and in 
the Father, and enjoy everlasting life, he expresses his con- 
fidence towards them that the unction they had received 
remains in them, that therefore they require no human 
teacher; and exhorts them to abide in Christ in order that 

they may not be put to shame at His coming (ii. 24-28). 
In like manner as the apostle, in chap. i. 5, inferred from 

the light-nature of God that only the person who walks in 
light can have fellowship with Him, so now he argues from 
the righteousness of God, that only the person who practises 
righteousness is born of Him (ii. 29). But since Christians 
are the children of God, and as such entertain the hope of 

one day being like Him, therefore this hope is, as it were, an 
incentive to them to purify themselves even as Christ is 
pure, and consequently to avoid sin, which is disobedience to 
the law; and this is all the more since Christ has appeared 
for the very purpose of taking away sin, and is Himself free 
from it. From the sinlessness of Christ it follows that who- 
soever is in Him does not sin; but, on the contrary, whosoever 
sinneth hath not truly known Him (iii. 1-6). The apostle, 
having pointed out that he alone is righteous according to the 
pattern of Christ who doeth righteousness (iii. 7), sharply con- 
trasts those who commit sin, as children of the devil, with 

those who are born of God, and therefore cannot sin, because 

the divine seed remaineth in them (iii, 8-10), and then 
indicates, as the righteousness which the children of God 
practise, that brotherly love which he describes as the theme 
of the message which Christians had heard from the beginning 
(ii, 10, 11). Warningly does the apostle point to the world, 
which, following the type of Cain, hates the children of God, 
and is in death; whereas the believer shows by love that he 
has passed from death unto life (iii, 12-15). The pattern of 
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Christian love is Christ; as He gave His life for us, so also 
must the Christian give his life for the brethren; nor may he 
content himself with a mere apparent love, but must love in 

deed and in truth (iii. 16-18). Love like this bears its own 
blessing with it; he who practises it knows that he is of the 
truth, and, whilst he overcomes thereby the accusation of his 
own heart, he has confidence towards God in the consciousness 

that God hears his prayers because he keeps the command- 
ments of God (iii. 19-22). With the foregoing the apostle 
then immediately connects the idea that God’s commandment 
embraces a twofold element, viz—(1) that we believe on the 
name of His Son Jesus Christ; and (2) that we love one 
another (iii. 23); and then proceeds, after remarking that 
whosoever obeys the commandments of God stands in com- 
munion with Him (he in God, and God in him), and is 

conscious of this fellowship through the Spirit given him of 
God (iii. 24), to a further reference to the false teachers, 
which he commences with the warning: “ Believe not every 
spirit, but try the spirits whether they are of God.” He 
gives the characteristic mark of the Spirit that is of God, and 
also of the spirit of Antichrist, assures the believers of victory 
over false teachers, and presents the difference between them 
and the true apostolic teachers: “They are of the world, 
wherefore they speak of the world, and the world hears 
them; we are of God, whosoever knoweth God heareth us” 

(iv. 1—6).— Without introducing any ideas to mark the 
transition thereto, the apostle now utters the exhortation: 
“Let us love one another,’ which he establishes by saying 
that love is of God, or—as he also says—that God is love. 
God has proved His love by sending His Son to be a 
propitiation for our sins; but if God has loved us so much, 
we ought also to love one another. When we do this, then 
God is in us, and lets us know that He is by His Spirit 
(iv. 7-13). Having pointed out that the manifestation of 
the love of God is the substance of apostolic testimony, and 

faith therein the condition of fellowship with God, the 
apostle once more utters the thought that God is love, in 
order to urge that communion with Him can consist only in 
love, and that this love manifests itself as perfect by our 
having confidence on the day of judgment, since love drives 
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out all fear (iv. 16-18). But if the love of God compels us 
to love Him in return, we must remember that we really love 
God only in case we love the brethren; for the man who does 
not love the person whom he sees, cannot possibly love God 
whom he does not see (iv. 19-21). That the believer loves 
the brethren, the apostle then infers from the fact that he is 
born of God; for if, as such, he loves God who has begotten 

Himself, he must also necessarily love those who are begotten 
of God, i.e. his own brethren (v. 1); and he is conscious of 
this love in that he loves God and keeps His commandments. 
After remarking that love to God consists in keeping His 
commandments, and that God’s commandments are not hard 

to the believer, because being born of God he conquers the 
world by faith (v. 3-5), the apostle proceeds to refer to the 
divine evidence of the belief that Jesus is the Son of God. 
He describes the latter as having come by water and blood, 
and in proof of this appeals to the testimony of the Spirit. 
This testimony is all the stronger inasmuch as it is a three- 
fold one, viz—that of the Spirit, the water, and the blood. 
If human evidence is accepted, much more ought the witness 
of God to be received. To the believer, however, this witness 

is not merely an external, but also, at the same time, an 

inward thing, viz.—the eternal life which has been given him 
in the Son of God (v. 6-12). As already previously, so also 
here again, the apostle sets forth, as a main element in the 
believer's eternal life, his confidence that God hears his 

prayers, and couples with this the exhortation to make 
intercession for the brother who may chance to sin. At the 
same time, however, he distinguishes between the case .of the 
man who sins unto death and the man who does not, and 

explains that his precept anent intercession only refers to 
those who do not sin unto death (v. 13-17).— In bringing 
his Epistle to a close, the apostle once more announces, in 

three propositions, its leading thoughts, viz——that he who is 
born of God does not commit sin; that they, the Christians, 

are born of God, whilst the world, on the other hand, belongs 
to the evil one; and that they have received, through the 
Son of God, the faculty to recognise Him that is true as the 
substance of their Christian consciousness. After the remark, 

that being in Christ we are in Him that is true, and that 
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He is the Son of God and eternal life, the Epistle closes 

with the exhortation: “Little children, keep yourselves from 

idols.” : 
Concerning the various theories as to the construction of 

the Epistle, compare especially Erdmann, Primae Joannis ep. 
argumentum, ete., I. 1855; Liicke’s Kommentar, § 4, 3d ed. 

1856; and Luthardt’s Programm: de primae Jo. ep. composi- 
tione, 1860. Pre-Reformation commentators hardly troubled 
themselves about the construction of the Epistle at all. After 
the Reformation, the theory which first prevailed was that a 
systematic, logically arranged sequence of ideas of any kind is 
entirely absent from the work (Calvin: sparsim docendo et 
exhortando varius est). After the time of Matth. Flaccius, 
some expositors assumed that it was made up of a number of 
isolated aphorisms, only loosely jointed together, and in which 
various subjects were discussed; though others (Calvin, 
Hunnius), notwithstanding, laboured to show a close sequence 
of ideas in accordance with a dogmatic plan. The most 
ingenious attempt of this kind was that made by Bengel, who, 
basing his argument upon the passage in v. 7 (Receptus), 
traced the construction of the Epistle to the dogma of the 
Trinity ; a view adopted also by Sander. The right point of 
view from which to gain an insight into the structure of the 
Epistle was first discovered by Joach. Operinus in his work, 
Johannis ap. paraenesis ad primos christianos de constanter 

tenenda communione cum patre ac filio ejus Jesu Christi, etc., 
Gotting. 1741, in which he shows that the purpose which 
John himself has announced in the preface is the same by 
which he was led in the composition of the Epistle throughout. 
Nearly all modern expositors, with the exception of a few of 
the earlier ones, have followed in the path opened up for them 
by Operinus. But with regard to the coupling of the ideas, 
ananimity has not been attained. 

Whilst Liicke, in dividing the argument into eight groups 
of ideas, approaches at least the aphoristic method, the other 
modern commentators have laboured to prove a more stringent 
arrangement of the thoughts conveyed in the book. It is 
plain, however, on closer study of the work, that none of 

these attempts has really succeeded. The Epistle has indeed 
been divided into different sections, and to each section 
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a separate superscription been given, expressive of the main 
idea which informs the entire argument of that particular 
portion: but, on the one hand, the same ideas are found 

repeating themselves in the various sections, and, on the other, 
the leading thought suggested for a particular section does not 
invariably so inform that portion, that it might serve as the 
point of departure for studying its details. In the first edition 
of this commentary it is asserted—following the view of de 
Wette—that the Epistle from chap. i. ver. 5 till chap. v. 
ver. 17, may be divided into three groups of ideas, distin- 
guishable from each other by the fact that at the outset of 
each, as it were, a chord is struck which, more or less, gives 

tone to the melody throughout the entire part which it marks. 
As keynotes for the three sections suggested, the three truths 
are indicated—1st, God is light, i. 5; 2d, Christ (or God) is 

righteous, il. 28; and 3d, God is love. But that these key- 

notes actually sound throughout the whole of the parts they are 
respectively supposed to lead, is not, and cannot be proved. 

tEMARK.—That the theories respecting the argument sug- 
gested by other commentators, ancient as well as modern, are 
insufficient, has been shown by Luthardt in the work already 
quoted; the same remark, however, applies also to the construc- 
tion which he himself—following in the lead of Hofmann 
(Schriftbew. 2d ed. II. 2, p. 353 ff.)—has proposed, and which 
divides the Epistle into the following five parts :—i. 5-ii. 11; 
li. 12-27; 1. 28-ii1. 24a ; iii, 240-iv. 21; v. 1-21. For, when 
he thus defines the contents of the third part: salutis futurae 
spes christiana quantum afferat ad vitam sancte agendam, ex- 
ponitur, it is manifestly inappropriate, since the apostle through- 
out the entire section only refers to the Christian hope in ii. 2, 
from which it is plain that this is not the informing main 
idea of it. Again, when he represents the fourth part as treating 
of the Holy Ghost, his view is indeed so far correct, that, 
especially in the beginning, the discourse does turn upon the 
Spirit of God; but from iv. 7 onwards the development of the 
argument proceeds independently, without any reference to the 
Spirit, and only in ver. 13-—and even then merely in passing— 
is there any mention of Him made whatever. Much more 
decidedly does the apostle refer to Him in v. 6 ff, which pas- 
sage, however, according to Luthardt, belongs not to the fourth, 
but to the fifth part, in which the subject treated of is faith. 
But even this definition is doubtful, since faith is discussed not 
only in v. 1 ff., but also, and very distinctly, long previously, in 



INTRODUCTION. Qa 

iii. 23 and iv. 13-16. Braune hardly attempts a disposition of 
the Epistle at all. It is true he divides it into four parts, 
namely—Introduction, i. 1-4; first main division, 1. 5-11. 28 ; 
second main division, ii. 29—v. 11; conclusion, v. 12-21. He 
also suggests leading chief topics for the two main divisions 
(viz. for the first, God is light; for the second, Whosoever is 
born of the righteous God doeth. righteousness). But he only 
indicates as leading main topics the ideas which the apostle 
expresses in i. 5 and ii. 29, that is, at the beginning of the pas- 
sages which Braune has marked as the chief sections, without 
showing how these thoughts inform the various groups of ideas 
which follow them. He contents himself with pointing out the 
simple sequence of the ideas as they follow each other in the 
development of the argument. 

In order to understand the construction of the Epistle, the 
following three points are especially to be observed :—1st, The 
apostle’s object is to preserve the readers in the fellowship of 
God, that their joy may be perfect. 2d, That the apostle, in 
order to achieve his end, unfolds especially the ideas that 

fellowship with God is only possible in the case of one whose 
life, rooted in faith in Jesus Christ, and harmonizing in holi- 
ness with the nature of God, is in love, and that the Christian 

is not only bound to such a life, but also in virtue of his 
divine birth (which has placed him in a relation of absolute 
antagonism to the world, which is é« tod wovnpov) is im- 
pelled by an inward necessity to lead it. 3d, That the 
apostle developes these ideas under the conviction that the 
antichristian lie is present in the world, and also that the 
second advent of Christ is rapidly approaching. Keeping 
these elements in view, it depends upon the identification of 
the various points in the unfolding of the argument in the 
Epistle when the latter takes such a turn that a new feature 
may be said to enter and to inform the discourse which 
follows. Nearly all commentators are agreed, and rightly, 
that the verses from chap. 1. ver. 5 to chap. ii. ver. 11 form one 
self-contained group of ideas. The informing and ruling idea 
of this passage, however, is not a distinct and specific doctrinal 
proposition, intended to be explained in its several parts, but 
rather the antithesis to that indifferentism which ignores the 
antagonism between fellowship with God and a life in sin, in 
opposition to which the apostle urges that only the man who 
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walks in light—or who keeps the divine commandments and 
loves his brother—is in communion with God, and knows 
Him. The close relation in which these propositions stand 
to each other is shown also outwardly by the phrases: éav 
el7@pev x.7.r., chap. i. 6, 8, 10, and o Aéywr x.7.X., ii. 4, 6, 8, 
which are only found here, and is proved by the fact that 
ii. 10, 11 manifestly refers backwards to i. 5, 6. — The argu- 
ment takes a new turn, as most commentators also have 

noticed, with 11. 12, in which the apostle, after reminding his 
readers of their happy experiences in salvation, and indicating 
these as the ground of his writing to them, in direct exhorta- 
tion warns them against the love of the world. With this 
warning is coupled the reference to the antichrists which has 
impelled the apostle to exhort his readers to abide by what 
they had heard from the beginning, because thus alone can 
they abide in the Son and in the Father, and enjoy everlasting 
life, so that they may not be put to shame on the day of 
judgment, The last turn in the argument shows how closely 
the apostle has kept in view, throughout this exhortation, the 
intention of the entire Epistle (G. 4). Moreover, the fact that 
the aytiypucto—as the apostle himself asserts subsequently 
—are €x Tod Kocpou, justifies our joining together in one whole 
the warning reference to the antichrists, and that against the 
love of the world. — In the foregoing the apostle has indeed 
shown that if Christians are to glory in their communion with 
God they must walk in the light (that is, in obedience towards 
God, and in love towards the brethren), abstain from fellow- 
ship with the world, and faithfully abide by the Word of God ; 
but he has not yet shown how they stand, in accordance with 
their nature, in antagonism to sin, and therefore also to the 
world. To this proof he proceeds in ii. 29, from which 
onwards he explains in detail how Christians as such are born 
of God, and therefore the children of God, who necessarily 
sanctify themselves in the hope of the future glory, do right- 
eousness and abstain from sin, nay, cannot sin, because the 

divine seed remains in them; whilst, on the other hand, those 

who commit sin, and therefore belong to the world, are the 
children of the devil. This explanation the apostle gives 
from ii. 29-iii, 10, where, with the words cal os pa ayardv 
«.7.., he begins to discourse about brotherly love. But that 
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a new section, properly speaking, does not open herewith, 
notwithstanding that the conception of the divine birth recedes 
into the background, appears not only from the nature of the 

connection with the foregoing, but also from the fact that the 
apostle at the outset holds fast to the contrast which he had 
so sharply defined at the close of the preceding—directing the 
attention of his readers to Cain, who was é« tod zrovnpod, as 
the representative of the world. The immediate transition 
from the conception of the d:cavoovvn to that of the aydmn 
cannot excite surprise if we consider that to the mind of the 
apostle the latter was not something added to the former, but 
is the dvcavocvvy itself in its practical manifestation. The 
propositions which treat of love, and in which the line of 
argument is so plainly defined by the intention of the work, 
hang so closely together down to ver. 22, that although one 
new element after another is introduced, still it is impossible 
to make a new section until, in ver. 23, to the conception of 

brotherly love there is added that of faith in the name of 
Jesus Christ the Son of God. This, however, dare all the less 

be overlooked, since in the whole discussion hitherto the 

element of faith, so weighty for the purpose of the work, has 
nowhere been exhaustively considered, nor even the word 
muctevery been once introduced. It is true the apostle seems 
immediately afterwards to pass on to something else, since in 
iv. 1-6 he discourses of the difference between the anti- 
christian spirit and the Spirit of God, and in iv. 7—21 of the 
love of the brethren; nevertheless, on closer examination it is 

manifest that in these sections the reference to faith is main- 
tained throughout. In the section iv. 1—6, namely, the owodo- 
yetv “Incodv Xpictopv x.7.r. is given as the characteristic of 
the Spirit of God. This ouoroyeiv, however, is nothing else 
than the belief eis To dvoua t. viod Ocod I. Xpicrod, express- 
ing itself in words. That the apostle, while he would exhort 
his readers to hold fast their faith, first of all calls on them to 

try the spirits, need not surprise us when we think of the 
danger threatened to believers by the false teachers that had 

arisen. It may appear more strange that in ver. 7, with the 
exhortation ayam@puev aAdAndovs, there is a transition to a 
train of thought that treats of love; but it is to be observed, 
not only that in iii, 23 dyamdpuev adAjrovs is closely con- 

am 
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hected with mictevowpev x«.7.r., but also that the further 
statements about love serve exactly to explain its connection 
with faith. The thought of the apostle is this: He only lives 
in God who loves God: God can only be loved because He is 
love; God has revealed Himself as love by the sending of His 

Son to be a propitiation for sin, therefore love to God is con- | 
ditioned by faith in this act of the divine love. But while 
the believing Christian, who as such is born of God, now loves 

God, his love extends also to his brethren who, as he is, are 

born of God. In the development of these ideas, not only do 
the preceding statements of the apostle about brotherly love 
obtain their special confirmation, but the necessity of faith for 
fellowship with God is also set forth, so that the apostle in 
what follows, after referring to the world-overcoming power of 
faith, can proceed to treat of the divine evidences for faith, and 
emphasize the fact that the believer has eternal life, and therein 
possesses trappnola mpos Tov Oeov. The ideas from iii. 23 to 
v. 17 are so grouped into a whole, as indeed may be perceived 
in them, that v. 13 (of muorevovtes eis TO OvoMa TOD viod TOD 
Ocod) plainly refers backwards to ii. 23, in addition to which 
it is to be observed that the concluding thought here bears 
the same reference to the purpose stated in 1. 4 as the con- 

cluding thought of the preceding group. 
From this explanation it is clear that, if we lay aside the 

preface, i. 1-4, and the conclusion, v. 18-21, three points are 

to be noticed in the Epistle, at which the development of ideas 
takes such a direction that a newly-introduced point of view 
dominates what follows, and that the Epistle therefore divides 
itself into four leading sections, namely—i. 5-ii. 11; i. 
12-28; ii. 29-iii. 22, and iii. 23-v. 17. In order to fulfil 

in his readers the purpose of his writing, the apostle in the 
Jirst section attacks the moral indifference which endangers 
them; in the second he warns them of love of the world and 

of Antichrist ; in the third he shows that only a righteous 
life of brotherly love corresponds to the nature of the Chris- 
tian; and in the fourth he points them to faith in Jesus 
Christ, the Son of God, as that which is testified by God to 

be the basis of Christian life.” 

1 We may also unite the first and second sections more closely in one whole ; 
for the former contains the premises for the warning uttered in the tter. In 
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3. Motive—From chap. ii. 18 ff. and iv. 1 ff. it is to be 
understood that the appearance of the false teachers, spoken 
of by him as avtixypiorot, furnished the special motive for 
the production of this Epistle. These are neither different 
false teachers (according to Storr, Sabians and Docetans; 
according to Sander, Ebionites and Docetans), nor even “ true 
Jews as deniers of the Messiahship of Jesus” (Loffler, Dissert. 
hist. exeg. Joannis Ep. I. gnosticos impugnari negans, 1784, 

and Commet. theol., ed. Velthusen, vol. I.), nor “ practical false 

teachers, proceeding from heathenism ” (Baumgarten-Crusius), 
nor “ such men as partly had suffered shipwreck of their faith, 
and partly did not practise worthily the Christian belief in 
their lives” (Bleek); but Docetans, and indeed such Docetans 
as denied the identity of Jesus and Christ, and so adhered 
to that false doctrine which Irenaeus ascribes to Cerinthus 
in the words: Cerinthus .. . subjecit, Jesum... fuisse... 
Joseph et Mariae filium... post baptismum descendisse in 
eum... Christum,.. . in fine autem revolasse iterum Christum 

de Jesu. Not only the passages named, but also v. 5, 6, 
i. 3, iii. 23, iv. 15, point to this form of Docetism only (so 
also Braune). Without foundation is the view of several 
commentators (Sander, Liicke, Ewald, also Thiersch, Hilgen- 

feld, who, however, is not definitely decided, and others), that 
the polemical purpose of the apostle was equally, or even 
alone, directed against the stricter Docetism which ascribed to 
Christ only an apparent body, on behalf of which appeal is 
erroneously made to 1 John i. 1, iv. 2; 2 John 7.— That 
the former Docetans had a distinct antinomian direction, or 

in their darkness of knowledge in regard to duty felt them- 
selves elevated to a moral course of life (Hilgenfeld, Thiersch, 
Guericke, Ewald, etc.), cannot be inferred from the moral 

exhortations of the apostle (comp. Briickner) ; it is much 
rather to be observed, that nowhere in these exhortations does 

the apostle refer to the antichristians, and that where he 
does mention them he nowhere characterizes them as Anti- 

nomians.* 

the threefold division which then arises, the conclusion of each part points to 
the joy of which the Christian partakes in fellowship with God. 

1 In opposition to the view that the passage, iii. 4, bears evidence for the 
Antinomianism of the false doctrine, Neander (Gesch. d. Pflanzung der Kirche 

Mryer.—1 Joun, Q 
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According to Liicke and Erdmann, the Epistle was occa- 
sioned not only by the appearance of the antichristians, but 
also by the critical state of the churches to which it is 
addressed (which Erdmann describes as a state of moral 
depravity). But although some of it, especially the anti- 
thetical import of the section, i. 5-ii. 11, indicates that in 

the case of many indifference to holiness of life was not 
wanting, yet nowhere do we find any blame expressed in 
regard to the moral condition of the churches on the whole. 
The apostle does not exhort his readers to return to the moral 
earnestness originally displayed by the Christians, but to 
perseverance in that which they are and have. 

SEC. 2.—FORM AND CHARACTER OF THE EPISTLE. 

1. The Form—While the mass of ancient writers regarded 
this composition as a /etter, Heidegger first speaks of it in 
his Enchiridion bibl. 1681, p. 986, as: brevis quaedam chris- 
tianae doctrinae epitome et evangelii a Joanne scripti suc- 
cinctum quoddam enchiridion. Similarly Michaelis judges, 
who understands it as a “ treatise,’ and indeed as the second 

part of the Gospel; so also Berger (Versuch einer moralischen 
Hinl. ins N. T.) and Storr (Ueber den Zweck der evangel. 
Gesch. wu. Briefe Johannis), only that the former speaks of it 
as the practical, the latter as the polemical part of the Gospel. 
Even Bengel (Gnomon, 2d ed.) thinks it is to be called rather 
a libellus than a letter; his reason is, that a letter ad absentes 

mittitur, Joannes autem apud eos, quibus scribebat, eodem 
tempore fuisse videtur. Reuss (die Gesch. der heil. Schriften 
N. T. p. 217) expresses himself similarly, when he would 
prefer to call it “a homiletical essay, at the most a pastoral, 
the readers of which are present,” rather than an epistle. 
But, in opposition to these views, the work proves itself by 
the form of its contents to be a real epistle. The author 
shows himself throughout in the most lively interchange of 
thought with his readers; and even though not infrequently 
the objective development of thought predominates, as is 

durch d. Ap. p. 877) rightly remarks that the apostle against Antinomians 
would have had to say: Whosoever transgresseth the law committeth sin, for 
transgression of the law is sin. 
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peculiar to a treatise——which, however, is found no less in 

other Epistles of the N. T..— yet the language always returns 
involuntarily to the form of an address, in which is specially 
to be observed “the oft-recurring distinctive epistolary for- 
mula: Taira ypadoper, or ypddw, or even éypayra tyiy —in 
contrast particularly with the formula in the more general 
historical writing, the Fourth Gospel: tatra yéypamrae with- 
out div, xx. 31; comp. xix. 35 and xxi, 24” (Liicke). 
Diisterdieck rightly remarks that “the epistolary nature 
expresses itself in the whole import and progress of the 
work,” inasmuch as in it “there dominates that easy natural- 
ness and freedom in the composition and presentation, which 
corresponds with the immediate practical interest, and with 

the practical purpose of an epistle” (comp. Bleek, Hinl. im 
d. N. T. p. 589, and Braune, Hind. § 5).—The absence of a 
blessing or a doxology at the close occurs also in the Epistle 
of James, and there is nothing strange in it; but it is rather 
striking that the epistolary introduction is also wanting to 
the work, as the author neither mentions himself nor the 

readers to whom he is writing; in the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
however, such an introduction is also omitted. We must 

explain this want in this way, that, on the one hand, the 
apostle presupposed that the readers would recognise him as 
the author of the Epistle without his naming himself in it, 
and, on the other, that he did not intend it for a single church 
or for a limited circle of churches." The description of this 
work as a second part of the Gospel is so much the more 
arbitrary, as each of those works forms in itself a completed 
whole. — The view of some critics and commentators (Augusti, 
who calls the Epistle a summary of the Gospel; Hug, From- 
mann in the Studien und Kritiken, 1840, Heft 4; Thiersch 

in Versuch zur Herstellung des hist. Stdpktes. p. 78, and die 
Kirche im apostol. Zeitalter, p. 266; Ebrard in Kritik der 
evangel. Geschichte, p. 148, and in his Commentary), that the 

1 In opposition to Ebrard, who, admitting the epistolary character of the 
work, thinks that this want may be easily explained if the epistle ‘‘ had no 
individual aim in itself, but depended on something else,” inasmuch as ‘ by 
its form it bears the nature of a sort of preface or of an epistola dedicatoria,” 
it is to be remarked that the Epistle, from its whole character, cannot be at all 
compared to a preface, and that in an epistola dedicatoria this want would be 
just as striking as in any other epistle. 
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Epistle is a companion-work of the Gospel, is opposed by the 
contents of the Epistle, which follow an individual aim, as 
well as by the complete absence of a distinctly indicated 
reference to the written Gospel.’ In opposition to Reuss, 
according to whose view the Epistle “was destined to bring 
home to the readers of the Gospel the practical side of the 
Gnosis there laid down,” it is to be observed that neither is 

the practical side wanting in the Gospel, nor the Gnosis in 
the Epistle. 

2. The Character.— The same peculiarity of conception, 
development of thought, and form of expression, which 
characterizes the Gospel of John, penetrates the Epistle also, 
and distinguishes it from all other Epistles of the N. T. 
There dominates in it the same spiritual tendency, and the 
same preference for the concrete and abstract ideas: 6 qv 
K.T.r., POS, Fon, Son aidvios, (AKacpos; Troveiy Tv dpaprtiay, 

7. THY avomiav, T. THY Sixatoovynv; Elvar ex THS adnOelas, 
etc.; the same combination of antitheses: das... cxoTia; 
anjlea ... Webdos ; dyarav ... piceiv; 4 ayarn Tod TaTpos 

) ay. TOD Koopov; Trovety THY StxaLocUVnY ... 7. THY 
dpaptiav; Ta Téxva Tov Oeod .. . Ta T. TOD diaBOAOV; TO 
Tvedbua THS adnOcias ... T. TY. THS TAdVNS; auaptia od 

mpos @Odvatov... auaptia mpos Odvatov; fw... Oavaros, 
etc.; the same continuation of the thought by the resumption 
of an idea that has preceded, and the accompanying and corre- 
spondingly unusual application of the relative pronoun; the 
same juxtaposition of the positive and negative expression of 
a thought. Both works, as Ebrard brings out, bear the same 
impress, not only in style and construction, but also in the 
sphere of ideas and in the dogmatic views ; comp. also Ewald, 

Die Joh. Schriften, I. p. 429 ff.— With regard to the Epistle 

1Ebrard derives the proof for his opinion from i. 1-4 and from ii. 12-14, 
referring drayyiaaousy in the former passage, and the thrice-repeated typay« 
in the latter, to the writing of the Gospel. That this is without adequate 
ground, comp. the commentary on these ; but even if this reference were 
correct, yet the description of the Epistle as a ‘sort of dedicatory epistle ” 
would still remain unjustified, for its purpose is clearly quite other than to 
dedicate the Gospel to its readers. We would then have to call every epistle, 
in which reference is made to another work, a dedicatory epistle. Even the 
designation ‘‘companion-work” is unsatisfactory, because it does not at all 
appropriately state the true character of the Epistle in accordance with its 
actual contents. 
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specially, here, in contrast to the dialectical development of 
thought, which is characteristic of the Pauline Epistles par- 
ticularly, the individual propositions follow one another in 
gnomon fashion,‘ and unitedly form groups of ideas, which 
are ‘sometimes strung together without any mark of the 
transition.2 Even the proof of an idea takes place in the 
simplest manner by reference to a truth self-evident to the 
Christian consciousness. By the peculiar manner of con- 

nection of the ideas arises the appearance of rather frequent 
repetition of the same thoughts; but on closer observation it 
is evident that even where the negative expression follows 
the positive, or vice versd, generally both expressions do not 
say the same thing, but that in the second a new element is 
taken up, a new direction is prepared for. Characteristic is 
the simplicity and plainness of statement. Whether the 
apostle states divine truths by themselves, whether he dis- 
courses in exhortation or in warning to his readers, his 
language always retains the same calmness and precision. 
He nowhere shows a disposition excited by passion. Every- 
where the stillness of a heart reposing in happy peace is 
mirrored, and having this he is sure that the simple utterance 
of the truth is enough to procure for his discourse an entrance 
into the minds of his readers. At the same time, a firm, 

manly tone pervades the Epistle, in contrast with every weak 
fanaticism of sentiment, which is so little characteristic of 

the apostle, that he, along with the internal character of life, 

constantly urges that the reality of it is proved by action. 
It is also worthy of notice that, on the one hand, he speaks 
to his readers as a father to his children, but, on the other 

hand, does not ignore the fact that they are no longer minors, 
to whom he has some new information to give, but are quite 
like himself, and are, like himself, in possession of all the 
truth which he utters, of all the life which he is anxious, 

1 Comp. on this, Ewald, D. Joh. Schriften, I. p. 441. 
* Diisterdieck finds the peculiarity of the manner of development and state- 

ment of thought in the Epistle in this, ‘“‘that the ideas move, combine, and 

circle round certain leading propositions as points of support and connection.” 
But it might be more appropriate to perceive it in this, that the apostle by 
single leading thoughts strikes as it were chords, which he allows to sound for 
a while in the thoughts deduced for them, until a new chord results, which 
leads to a new strain. 
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not to produce in them for the first time, but only to main- 
tain in them. Against the reproach that the Epistle bears 
“the clearest traces of the feebleness of old age” (S. G. Lange), 
or that—as Baur says—“it is wanting in the fresh colour 
of direct life,’ that “the tenderness and fervour of John’s 

manner of conception and representation have relaxed far - 
too much into a tone of childlike feebleness, which loses 

itself in indefiniteness, falls into continual repetitions, and 
is lacking in logical force,” it must be maintained that the 
Epistle bears the impress of directness, freshness, definite- 
ness, and vigorous clearness in no degree less than the Gospel 
of John.' 

SEC. 3.—GENUINENESS. 

According to the testimony of antiquity, the Epistle was 
written by the Apostle John, which is confirmed by the Epistle 
itself, in so far as that the author, in the whole tone in which 

he speaks to his readers, and in particular expressions (i. 1, 
iil. 5, iv. 14), may be recognised as an apostle, and that the 
agreement with the Gospel of John favours the conclusion that 
both works proceed from the same author. Eusebius (H. Z. 
iii. 24, 25) rightly reckons it among the Homologoumena ; 
and Hieronymus (de viris illustr. c. 9) says: ab universis ec- 
clesiasticis eruditis viris probatur.—In the writings of the 
Apostolic Fathers, it is true, the Epistle is not considered in 

a definite way, but the passage found in Polycarp, cap. vii. : 
mas yap os av pn oporoyH “Incoty Xpiotov év capkt édndv- 
Oévat, avtixpiotés éotuv, etc., may be recognised as a “ natural 

use of 1 John iv. 2, 3” (Diisterdieck), by deduction from 
particular resemblances to some expression or other of the 
Epistle;? and Eusebius (ZZ. Z. iii. 39) states of Papias: xéypntae 

1 Hilgenfeld rightly states, in opposition to Baur, that the Epistle belongs to 
the most beautiful writings of the N. T., that it is specially rich and original 

‘* exactly in what relates to the subjective, inner life of Christianity ;” ‘‘that 
the fresh, vivid, attractive character of the Epistle consists exactly in this, that 
it conducts us with such a predilection into the inner experience of genuine 
Christian life.” 

* In the Ep. ad Diognet. several expressions appear, which point back to John’s 
mode of thought ; so cap. Vi.: Xpirriavol iv xoouw cixodoy, obx tial dt ix rod xoe- 

wou; Cap. Vii: 6... Osis... chy AAnbsiay xal rov Adyor Tov ayioy mal aaspivonTor 

avbpaimcis Wvidpucs 3 Cap. Xi: edros 6 dw’ dpxis ; as also in the Shepherd of Hermas, 
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& 0 avtos paptupiais amo ths “Iwdvvov mpotépas émiotonijs 
kat ths IIérpov opotws.— By the Fathers of the church: 
Tertullian (adv. Prax. c. 15; Scorp.c. 12; adv. Mare. iii. 8 ; 

de Praescript. c. 33; de carne Christi, c. 24), Irenaeus (adv. 
Haeret. iii. 16), Clemens Alex. (Strom. 1. ii. c. 15, 1. i. ¢. 4, 

5, 6; Paedag. iii. 11, 12, etc.), Origen (in Euseb. H. #. vi. 25), 
Cyprian (de orat. Dom. and Ep. 25), passages are frequently 
quoted from it, often with explicit mention of the apostle. 
Dionysius Alex. uses it, along with the Gospel, to prove the 
spuriousness of the Apocalypse; the Peshito and the Mura- 
torian Fragment* also testify to its genuineness. That the 
Alogi rejected it, as Epiphanius conjectures, and that Marcion 
did not admit it into his canon, is of no importance; just as 
little is the highly obscure account of Cosmas in his Topogr. 
Christ. 1. vii., according to which some maintain that all the 
catholic Epistles were composed, not by apostles, but by pres- 
byters; and the remark of Leontius Byz. (contra Nestor. et 

Lutychian. iii. 14) in regard to Theodore of Mopsv.: epistolam 

lib. ii. mand. 9: wieribe ea O:@. Ors PdvTa Tae withered cov, & airn, Ann (comp. 
1 John iii. 23, iv. 15) ; lib. ii. mand. 12: cixorws arcs (i.€. ras tvrords rod Ocov) 

Guadkes, xat oux Ecovrus cxAnpal (comp. 1 John y. 3). 

1 By the words: epistola sane Jude et superscriptio [superscripti ; or, accord- 
ing to Laurent, Neutest. Studien, pp. 201, 205: superscriptae = ‘‘ provided with 
superscriptions”’] Joannis duas [duae] in catholica habentur, are not meant, as 
Braune supposes, the first and second, but the second and third Epistles. When, 

however, it is previously written : Quid ergo mirum, si Johannes tam constanter 
singula etiam in epistolis suis proferat dicens in semet ipso ; quae vidimus oculis 
nostris et auribus audivimus et manus nostrae palpaverunt, haec scripsimus, this 
is a clear evidence for the composition of the First Epistle by the Apostle John. 
The reviewer of the first edition of this commentary, in the theol. Literaturblat 
zur allg. Kirchenztg. 1855, No. 92, thinks, indeed, that in the words: quarti 

evangeliorum Joannis ex discipulis, the Presbyter John is indicated as the author 
of the Gospel, because it is not said ex apostolis ; but that the author of the Frag- 

ment indicates by the expression discipuli such disciples of Jesus as were not 
apostles, can neither be proved by the fact that Papias (in Euseb. H. ZL. iii. 39) 
calls the Presbyter John a disciple (uaénrvs) of Jesus, nor by the fact that after- 
wards ‘‘ ex apostolis” is added to characterize Andrew. If the author of the 
Fragment had regarded as the author of the Gospel, not the apostle, but the 
Presbyter John, he would certainly have expressed this definitely. The expres- 
sion ex discipulis presented itself to him here so much the more naturally, as he 
had immediately before spoken of Luke, and said of him: Dominum nec ipse 
vidit in carne. — Rightly, therefore, Liicke, Diisterdieck, Ebrard, and others 
(comp. also Meyer in his Comment. on Gospel of John, and Laurent as above) 
have regarded the Murat, Fragm. as evidence for the apostolic origin of the 
Epistle. 
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Jacobi et alias deinceps aliorum catholicas abrogat et antiquat ; 
comp. on this Liicke’s Comment. Introd. § 8, 4,p. 135 ff, 3d ed. 
—The genuineness continued unchallenged until first Jos, 
Scaliger came forward with the assertion: tres epistolae Joannis 
non sunt apostoli Joannis; since then it has been variously 

disputed. Sam. J. Lange, indeed, recognised the unanimous 
testimony of antiquity as too significant to permit of denial of 
the apostolic authorship of the Epistle, but he nevertheless 
regarded it as a writing not worthy of the apostle; Claudius 
(Uransichten des Christenth. p. 52 ff.) went further, explaining 
it as the performance of a Jewish Christian, which was revised 
by a Gnostic. Bretschneider (in his Probabilien) and Paulus 
ascribe it to the Presbyter John, while they, however, at the 
same time maintained the identity of the author of the Epistle 
and the author of the Gospel; Horst (Museum fiir Religions- 
wissensch. Henke, 1803, vol. I.) declared himself against this. 
— The later Tiibingen school cannot, in consequence of their 
conception of the development of Christianity, regard either 
the Gospel or the Epistle as the work of the apostle; the 
admission of the genuineness of one of these writings would 
overthrow their whole historical construction. Since, therefore, 

the adherents of this school are agreed in denying the genuine- 
ness of both writings, they nevertheless explain in different 
ways the relation of them to one another. K. R. Kostlin 
(Lehrbegr. des Ev. ete.) and W. Georgii (Ueber die eschatolog. 
Vorstellungen der N. T. Schriftsteller ; Theol. Jahrb., Tiibingen 
1845) ascribe both writings (even the second and third Epistles) 
to the same author. After Zeller, who in his “ Beitrigen zur 
Einl. in die Apokalypse” (in the Zheol. Jahrb., Tiibing. 1842) 
presupposed the identity of the author in his review of 
KOstlin’s writings (Theol. Jahrb. 1845), and K. Planck (“Juden- 
thum und Urchristenth.” in the Theol. Jahrb. 1847) had inti- 
mated the opposite view, the former position was strongly 
defended by Baur (“Die Joh. Briefe,” in the Theol. Jahrb. 
1848, 3) and by Hilgenfeld (Das Evang. u. die Briefe Joh. 
1849, and “d. joh. Briefe” in the TZiib. theol. Jahrb. 1855, 
Part iv.); but with this difference, that the former explains 
the Epistle as the copy, the latter as the pattern of the Gospel. 

For the non-identity of the authors, it is specially advanced 
that in the Gospel a “ more ideal and internal,” in the Epistle, 
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on the other hand, “a more material and external” mode of 

thought dominates. This difference is to be chiefly recognised 
in the eschatological ideas. While the author of the Epistle 
expects a visible “material” (!) Parousia of Christ, the evan- 
gelist is held to know only of a “ reappearance of Christ in the 
spirit of His disciples,” and of a merely “ present” judgment, 
because for him “the future has already become the present.” 
How incorrect, however, this assertion is, is proved by passages 
such as Gospel of John v. 28, 29, vi. 39, 40, 44, 54, in which 

distinctly enough a future day of resurrection of the dead and 
of judgment by Christ is spoken of (comp. Weiss, p. 179 ff.) ; 
and as in this the Gospel is quite in agreement with the Epistle, 
so, on the other hand, the Epistle expresses, no less distinctly 
than the Gospel, the idea of a resurrection, already accomplished 
in belief, of Christians from the dead.! The fundamental 

conceptions, therefore, are the same in both writings ; the only 
difference is, that in the Epistle the thought is expressed that 
the éoyatn dpa is already,—but in the Gospel there was 
plainly no room for the expression of this thought. — For 
that difference between the material and the ideal conception, 
Baur appeals, moreover, to 1 John v. 6 comp. with Gospel 
xix. 34, and Hilgenfeld (1849) to 1 John i. 5, 7. Baur 
asserts that in place of the ideal import which the two 
symbols, blood and water, have in the Gospel, the sacramental 
appears in the Epistle. This assertion, however, is based on 
a false interpretation of both of those passages, since neither has 
the circumstance recorded in the Gospel xix. 34 the meaning: 

- “that death (of which the blood is the symbol) is the neces- 
sary preliminary condition under which alone the Spirit (of 
which the water is the symbol (!)) can be communicated to the 
believer;” nor is 1 John v. 6 to be directly interpreted of 
the coming of Christ in or through the two sacraments, 

1 In the article of Hilgenfeld, quoted above, he thinks that ‘‘ there is unde- 
niably a different representation of the last day, when the author of the Epistle 
exhorts his readers so to deport themselves that they may meet the judgment day 
without shame, and when, on the other hand, the evangelist excludes believers 

from the judgment ;” but neither of these views is at all exclusive of the other ; 
it is only to be remembered that the future judgment for those who here already 
have passed from death into life, who here already possess the fam aidvwos (1 John 
vy. 13), is such that for them it is not a judgment in ¢hat sense in which it isa 

judgment for the wicked. 
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baptism and the Lord’s Supper. Besides, it is rather strange to 
call the conception of water and blood as the two sacraments, 
a material one. — Hilgenfeld thinks that when in 1 John i. 
5, 7 it is said of God that He is dds, nay, that He is &v to 
wri, a representation is expressed which “has too much the 
ideas of matter and of space in it for the evangelist to have 
any connection with it,’ since he uses dds only as predicate 
of the Logos. But from the application which is made in the 
Epistle of the thought there expressed, it is clear that the 
writer of the Epistle, in the idea gas, did not think less of 
anything than of something “pertaining to matter and space.” 
That alleged difference, therefore, does not exist; the ground- 
less pretence of it proves neither the hypothesis of Baur, that 
the Epistle is the performance of an imitator of the Gospel, 
nor that of Hilgenfeld, that it belongs to an earlier stage of 
development than the latter. Nevertheless, according to Baur, 

we may recognise the imitative hand, not only in the character 
of the whole Epistle (see on this Sec. 2), but in the. pas- 
sages i. 1-4 and v. 6—9; according to Hilgenfeld (1849), the 
earlier stage of development may be perceived in the O. T. 
conception expressed in the Epistle, and in its view of the 
Logos and of the Holy Spirit. In regard to the passage 
i. 1—4, Baur says: “in all the features, in which the author 

himself would give us a picture of his personality, the pre- 
meditated most anxious concern cannot be mistaken, to be 

regarded as one person with the evangelist ;” but that those 
verses are only to serve “ to give a picture of the personality 
of the author,’ is a groundless supposition of Baur. In the 
other passage (v. 6—9 comp. with John vii. 16 ff.) Baur sees 
nothing but a mere playing on words, “ for the waprupia tod 
@cod has the same subject as the pwaptupia tov avOporer, 
and the latter differs from the former only in this, that the 
three: spirit, water, and blood, are counted as three, and it 

therefore consists of nothing else than the numerical relation 
of those three to one another, which again is immediately 
annulled when it is said that it is God that bears witness in 
those three.” But this entire conclusion is purely fanciful ; 
for,on the one hand, the paptupia tév avOpwrer is not at all 
spoken of, in regard to its subject, as identical with the 
Haptupia tod Oeod; and, on the other hand, in the mention of 
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the former paptupia the numerical relation is not alluded to by 
a single syllable. — Hilgenfeld asserts that the Epistle stands 
in amore intimate relationship to the O. T. law than the 

Gospel does. The proof of this is supposed to lie in the 
passages 1 John iii. 4 and ii. 7, 8; but with regard to the 
first passage, the idea dvouéa in no way hints at the Mosaic 
law ; and besides, if the author attached a higher importance 
to the Mosaic véuos than the evangelist, he would somewhere 
state its signification ; this, however, he is so far from doing, 
that the idea vowos never appears in his work at all. With 
regard to the second passage, Hilgenfeld, indeed, admits that 
am’ apyjs refers to the transition to Christianity, but thinks 
that “this old commandment of love is not set forth as it is 
in the Gospel, as an absolutely new one which first receives 
its rule through the love of the Saviour to His people;” but, 
apart from the explanation of that passage itself, the imme- 
diately preceding verse, and, moreover, what is written in 
iii. 16 and iv. 7 ff. about love, shows how unfounded is the 

assertion of Hilgenfeld. It is not anything better with the 
remark of Hilgenfeld (1849), that “the greatest probability is 
in favour of the statement that the idea of the personal Logos 
is still foreign to the Epistle, whilst it is distinctly expressed 
in the Gospel;” this Hilgenfeld infers from this, that for 
description of what is loftier in Christ the expression 0 doyos 
is not used in the Epistle." But even if in the expression o 
Noryos THs SwAs the idea Adyos had the meaning of “ doctrine,” 
yet the supposition of Hilgenfeld would still be unjustified, 
since it cannot be denied that 1) G2) (1) fw ai@vios), whereby 
the superhuman that appeared in Christ is indicated, is con- 
sidered by the writer of the Epistle as hypostatic nature, nor 
that the vids tod Ocod is identical with Him who in the Gospel 
is called 6 Adyos. Nay, the whole Epistle in the most unmis- 
takeable manner presupposes the hypostatic nature of the Son 
of God. — That, finally, the writer of the Epistle ascribed no 

personality to the Holy Spirit, can neither be proved by this, 
that he does not call Him o mapdxdnrTos, nor by this, that He 
indicates Him by the expression ypiowa; the words To mvedpua 
€oTt TO paptupody especially, 1 John v. 6 comp. with John 

1 In the article of 1855 this is merely noticed, without the former inference 
being drawn from it. 
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xv. 26, presuppose His personality." For proof of the non- 
identity Baur finally appeals to this, that the “ representation of 
Christ as the wapaxdnrtos, ic. the interceding High Priest, 
accords more with the sphere of ideas of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews than with that of the Gospel, that thereby interven- 
ing thoughts are inserted into John’s view of the relation of 
Jesus to those who believe on Him, which lay far from the 
horizon of the evangelist.” But if Baur were right in this 
assertion, then there would exist not only a difference between 
the Epistle and the Gospel, but a difference between the 
Epistle and itself, since, apart from those representations, quite 
the same view of the relation of Jesus to believers dominates 
in the Epistle as in the Gospel ; with regard, however, to those 
representations, they are not peculiar to the Epistle to the 
Hebrews only, but are a common property of the apostles, as 
they are expressed in the Epistle to the Romans (comp. chap. 
iii, 25 and viii. 34) with no less distinctness than in the 
former. 

The reasons adduced by Baur and Hilgenfeld are therefore 
unable to shake the conviction of combined antiquity, that 
both writings come from one and the same author. That 
each of the works—along with all unity of conception and of 
expression—has its own peculiarities, is naturally caused both 
by the difference of their object, and by the living activity of 
the Spirit from whom they both proceeded. It is also to be 
observed, that in the Gospel it is chiefly the Master, in the 
Epistle the disciple, that speaks,—a fact to which the Tiibingen 
critics can certainly attach no importance. There is, however, 
the further question as to the character of the reasons which 
are said to be opposed to the genuineness of the Epistle, and 
to prove that the author of it could not be the Apostle John. 
When S. G. Lange says that on account of “its lack of all 
individual references, its slavish imitation of the Gospel, the 

too great generality of the thoughts, the traces of the feeble- 
ness of old age, the non-reference to the destruction of 

1 In the article of 1855, Hilgenfeld finds the difference only in this, that in the 
Epistle the Holy Spirit is not called wapaxanros, but xpicua and eripue, Along 

with this he admits, however, that the Gospel, in the expression @AAos wrapa- 
xAnros Shows an agreement with the Epistle, in which Christ is spoken of as 
Wapaxrnro5, 
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Jerusalem,” he only reluctantly regards the Epistle as the 
work of an apostle; these reasons are of such arbitrarily 
subjective character as to require no refutation. Of greater 
importance, indeed, is the frequently-expressed assertion, that 
the Epistle refers to circumstances which first belong to a 
time later than that of the apostles. As such Bretschneider 
regarded the doctrine of the Logos and the Docetism con- 
tended against in the Epistle; but “without the previous 
existence and assurance of a canonical doctrine of the Logos, 
the patristic doctrine from Justin on would be almost inex- 
plicable” (Liicke), and that Docetism—to which the Jewish as 
well as the heathen speculation must be added, when, without 
giving itself up, it amalgamated with Christianity — first 
belonged to the post-apostolic age, is historically an unjustifi- 
able assertion. — After Planck (in the article already quoted) 
advanced the view, that the author of the Epistle moves in 
the Montanist sphere of thought, as he “seeks to transform 
the external Jewish-Christian mode of conception into the 
deeper, more internal mode of John,” Baur developed it 
further. He explains the Epistle directly as a writing 
belonging to Montanism. His proofs of this are—(1) the 
thought that the fellowship of Christians is sinless, holy ; 
(2) the mention of the ypicpa, and (5) the distinction between 
venial and mortal sins. But how weak are these reasons! 
If the Montanists considered themselves as the Spirituales, in 
contrast to the rest of the Christians, who in their eyes were 
Psychici, this is plainly something very different from the 
representation of the Epistle that believing Christians—in 
contrast to the unholy world—form a holy fellowship. If 
the Epistle says that Christians possess the holy ypicua, 
there lies therein nothing but an allusion to the custom, first 
mentioned by Tertullian, of anointing candidates for baptism 
with holy oil. And if in 1 John v.16 the duaptia pos 
§dvatov is distinguished from the duaptia ov pos Pavaror, 
this distinction is of a very different character from the 
Montanist distinction between venial and mortal sins. Baur, 

indeed, maintains that in the Epistle the same sins are called 
mortal sins as in Tertullian; but while Tertullian represents 
as mortal sins: homicidium, idololatria, fraus, negatio, blas- 
phemia, moechia et fornicatio, et si qua alia violatio templi 
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Dei, Baur arbitrarily selects only three of these, namely 
idolatry, murder, adultery or fornication, which are alleged to 
be spoken of in the Epistle as mortal sins. To idolatry, 
namely, not only chap. v. 21, but also chap. iil. 4, is alleged 
to refer; to murder, chap. iii. 15;1 and to mopveta, which is 
nowhere mentioned in the Epistle itself, the superscription 
that appears in Augustin (corrupted from pds tapOévovs) : 
ad Parthos.— The hypothesis so feebly established (comp. 
Liicke’s incisive refutation in the 3d ed. of his comment.) of 
the Montanism of the writer of the Epistle, found in Hilgen- 
feld an opponent in the Tiibingen school itself. In opposition 
to it,? Hilgenfeld has attempted to show that not only the 
false doctrine of the antichristians who are contended against 
in the Epistle, but also many of the views of the author him- 
self, would go to prove that the appearance of the Epistle is 
to be fixed at the time immediately preceding that in which 
Gnosticism was at its prime. As Gnostic elements in the 
system of the Epistle, Hilgenfeld specifies the idea of the 
omépua (ill. 9); the thought that we should not fear, but 
only love God (iv. 18, 19), and the idea of the ypiopa 
(ii. 20); but these ideas are so essential to the Christian 
consciousness, that it cannot at all be thought of without 
them. At the most, the expressions o7épya and ypiopwa 
might seem strange, but the former so naturally suggested 
itself in connection with the idea of being born of God, and 
of God’s being in him who is born of Him,’ and the latter 

1 Baur himself admits that with regard to these two points the author does not 
mean ‘‘the outward action,” but ‘‘ altogether the inner character of the moral 
sentiment ;” but if that be the case, then it is clear that his position is not in 
Montanism, but outside it, since in Montanism it is precisely actions, and indeed 
particular, definite actions, that are referred to in that distinction of sins. 
Tertullian (de pudicit. c. 19): Cui non accidit, aut irasci inique et ultra solis 

occasum, aut et manum immittere, aut facile maledicere, aut temere jurare, aut 

fidem pacti destruere, aut verecundia aut necessitate mentiri. In negotiis, in 
officiis, in quaestu, in victu, in visu, in auditu quanta tentamur, ut si nulla 

sit venia istorum, nemini salus competat, ete. 
2 Hilgenfeld urges especially that it is impossible to conceive that a Montanist 

author would not have known to begin with the idea of the Paraclete ; and also 
that the idea of special mortal sins already occurs in the MUspiode Wérpou (Ree. 
iv. 36), which belong to the pre-Montanist psuedo-Clementine literature. 

* In his article of 1855, Hilgenfeld attaches the chief importance to the idea 
of the cripus, and tries to deduce from 1 John vy. 1, that according to the repre- 
sentation of the author of the Epistle, ‘‘ being born of God is to be regarded as 
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from the antithesis of the Christian to the avtiypiotos— 
especially with the O. T. type of anointing,—that a deriva- 
tion of them from Gnostic fancies is entirely unjustified ; 
quite apart from the fact that these ideas play quite another 
part in the Gnostic systems from that which they fulfil in this 
Epistle. Even if it be conceded to Hilgenfeld further, that 
the false doctrine contended against is Gnostic, yet it cannot 
be admitted that Gnosticism also, as regards its beginnings, 
belongs first to the post-apostolic time. MHulgenfeld rightly 
says that the features alluded to by the author of the Epistle 
do not mark a completely definite Gnostic system, but wrongly, 
that therefore the doctrine of Cerinthus must not be thought 
of, because this represents a form of Gnosis as yet quite incom- 
plete. The whole character of the polemic of the writer of 
the Epistle shows, however, that he has to do with a system 

of Gnosticism which, in comparison with the systems of the 
second century, had a form still incomplete. For there is only 
one point which he brings forward, namely Docetism, and 
indeed that form of it which consists of the distinction of the 
Son of God from the man Jesus, and therefore the same as 

was propounded by Cerinthus; comp. Dorner, Lehre von der 
Person Christi, I. p. 314 ff—That this Docetism was associated 
with an antinomian sentiment “which set itself far above all 
the moral laws of life,’ by no means follows, as has already 
been remarked in Sec. 2, from the polemic of the Epistle. — 
Against the assertion of Baur, that even the form of the polemic 
is decisive against the genuineness of the Epistle, since 
“nothing further is said than just that the false teachers of 
Docetism are antichristians,” it is to be observed that the 

main force of the apostle’s polemic throughout does not con- 

the presupposition of Christian faith,” and therefore that the orépue is, accord- 
ing to him, ‘‘ the metaphysical ground of existence” from which faith proceeds. 
But if the distinction between the rixvx rod @z0d and the céxva rod diaBdarov has, 

according to the author, a metaphysical ground lying beyond faith, and if the 
former, by virtue of the expu« which is peculiar to them by nature, cannot sin 
—how does this accord with the Soteriology which is so clearly expressed in the 
Epistle, and according to which Christ is the iAacucs xzpi rv duapriay quar, and 
the blood of Christ cleanses us 29d réons &uaprixs —In this article also Hilgen- 
feld derives the ‘‘repeated assurance that God is love,” from the influence of 
Gnosticism on the author, without any regard to the close connection with the 
fundamental essential truth of Christianity in which this is brought forward by 
the author, 
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sist in negation, but in the positive presentment of the truth, 
in the light of which the antagonistic doctrine is manifested 
as a lie (see on this the excellent exposition of Thiersch, 
Versuch, etc., p. 255). 

The spuriousness of the Epistle (as also of the Gospel, and 
of John’s two other Epistles) also follows, according to Hilgen- 
feld (article of 1855), from the relation of these writings to the 
Apocalypse. While, namely, he presupposes the genuineness 
of the latter, he maintains that “the contrast between it and 

the Epistles must not be ignored,” and that “ the latter occupy 
a middle place between the two most extreme contrasts of the 
Apocalypse and the Gospel.” The contrast is seen, according 
to him, Ist, in the language (in the Epistles not indeed an 
Attic, but an easy and versatile Greek style; in the Apoca- 
lypse, on the other hand, a strongly Hebraizing impress) , 
and 2dly, in the sphere of thought, although he recognises 
“between the spheres of thought on both sides very essential 
points of contact.” But against these instances it is to be 
observed—1. That the composition of the Apocalypse by the 
Apostle John is by no means so surely established as Hilgen- 
feld assumes, and is certainly not to be proved by stating 
that it is the product of a still judaistically-narrowed mode 
of conception; 2. That in the explanation of the Hebrew- 
coloured style of the Apocalypse, attention is to be paid to 
the fact that it stands in close connection with O. T. pro- 
phecy; 3. That the appearance of the contrast, alleged by 
Hilgenfeld, between the spheres of thought on both sides, 
disappears when with the necessary critical impartiality they 
are taken hold of with consideration of the entire individual 
elements which constitute them.’ 

' Hilgenfeld proceeds uncritically in his demonstration of the contrast between 
the spheres of thought, inasmuch as he not only adduces, as antithetical, ideas 
which are not so, but also ascribes to one or the other writing views which are 
not contained in it. The former is, for example, the case when he thinks that 
the idea of an angry God, as is peculiar to the Apocalypse, and the idea of a 
God who is love, as we find it expressed in the Epistle, contradict one another ; 
or when he asserts that the conception of the divine justice, according to which 
it is shown as the punishment of the wicked, is in contradiction to that, accord- 

ing to which it appears as the forgiveness of sins ; when he supposes a contrast 
between the representation of the apocalyptic judgment and the idea of the 
spiritual victory of the Christian over the devil and the world, accomplished by 
means of morality and faith. He does the latter when, for example, he says 



INTRODUCTION. Ia 

As the internal tests, which have been asserted to be 

opposed to the genuineness of the Epistle, do not prove the 
alleged spuriousness, as the Epistle much rather bears on the 
face of it quite the impress of an apostolic writing, as it also 
—as even Hilgenfeld admits—“belongs to the writings of 
the N. T., the genuineness of which was never disputed in the 
ancient church, and the chain of witnesses who have made 

use of it begins as far back as Papias,” the composition of it 
by the Apostle John is as surely established as it can ever 

be. 

SEC. 4.—THE READERS; TIME AND PLACE OF COMPOSITION. 

1. The feaders,— Augustin says in his Quaest. Lvang. 
ii. 39, when he is quoting the passage 1 John iii. 2: 
scriptum est a Joanne in Lpistola ad Parthos; this more 
particular determination of the Epistle is also found (only, 
however, in the Benedictine edition of Augustin’s works) in 
the superscription of his treatises on the Epistle; and 
similarly in Possidius, in his Jndiculus operum S. Augustin, 

as he introduces those treatises with the words: de ep. 
Joannis ad Parthos sermones decem. The same statement, 

it is true, frequently appears later; thus in the work of 
Vigilius Tapsensis (end of the fifth century), published under 
the name of Idacius Clarus, contra Varimadum Arianum ; in 

Cassiodorus, de institut. divin. script. ec. 14, who, however, 

refers the words ad Parthos to all the three Epistles; in 
Col. 62 of Griesb. and in several lat. codd. (see Guericke, 

that the Apocalypse considers ‘‘ the political world-power of the Roman Empire” 
as Antichrist, whereas the name dyrixpieros is never once mentioned in the 
Apocalypse ; or when he ascribes to the Epistle the idea of a metaphysical 
antagonism between the children of God and the children of the devil, which is 
found in the Gnostics. — For the rest, it must not be denied that the difference 
in character between the Apocalypse and the other writings of John is consider- 
able enough to allow the view, that it does not proceed from the same author, 
to appear not unjustified. While that difference, on the one side, is often not 
sufficiently estimated, on the other side, with the object of bringing it more 
clearly out, the mistake is not infrequently made, of not keeping strictly enough 

within the truth. But, as may hold good of the origin of the Apocalypse also, 
the Gospel and the First Epistle of John are too strongly attested, both by their 
whole character and by the external evidences, as writings of the Apostle John, 
to allow their genuineness to be denied on account of the Apocalypse. 

Mezyer.—1 Joun. R 
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Gesammigesch. des N. T. 1854, p. 486, note 2); but the whole 
Greek Church, and similarly the Latin Church before Augustin, 
knows nothing of it.’ It is therefore of no importance even 
for the determination of the original readers of the Epistle 
(against Grotius), nay, it cannot even be said that in it was 
retained an old tradition in regard to the determination of the 
Epistle or the activity of John (Baumgarten-Crusius), and 
still less that it “refers to its designation for Further and 
Central Asia, as formerly Persian lands” (Guericke as above, 

p. 487). It might no doubt be possible that Augustin 
thereby expressed his own conjecture (Michaelis), but then 
he would hardly have proceeded with the Epistle under this 
designation without further remark. Perhaps a mistake is at 
the bottom of it. Some critics assume a corruption of the 
reading in Augustin; Serrarius conjectures as the original 
reading: ad Pathmios; Wetstein: ad sparsos; Semler: 
adpertius. Most explain the words as originating in a 
Greek expression; quite arbitrarily, Paulus (Heidelb. Jahrb. 
1832, p. 1071) thinks they might have arisen through 
misunderstanding of a probable inscription pos maytag; it 
is more natural to have recourse, with most critics, to the 

Greek word zrap@évos, and to regard ad Parthos as originating 
in mpos tapOévovs. Whiston considers mpos mapOévous as 
the description of the yet uncorrupted, virgin condition of the 
churches of John ; according to Hug’s view, the inscription of 
some manuscripts of the Second Epistle: mpos mdp@ovus (i. 
mpos mapbévous), was transferred to the First Epistle, because 
that designation was regarded as unsuitable to the Second 
Epistle ; Gieseler (Lehrbuch der Kirchengesch. 4th ed. vol. I. 
Pt. 1, p. 139, note 1), with whom Locke (3d ed. p. 52 f) 
agrees, supposes that the inscription of the First and of the 
Second Epistle was: émuctoA “Iodvvov tod mapOévov; this 
is certainly not found in any codex of the Epistle, but the 
inscription of the Apocalypse in Cod. Guelpherit. (30 of 
Griesb.) runs thus: Tod dyiov ... amoorToAov Kal evayyedaoToU 

1 Against this fact the strange remark of Bede in the Prologus super septem 
epistolas canonicas (printed in Care’s Script. eccles. hist. liter.): Multi serip- 

torum ecclesiasticorum, in quibus est S. Athanasius, primam ejus (i.c. Joannis) 
epistolam scriptam ad Parthos esse testantur, cannot of course be regarded as 

of any weight. 
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mapbévov ayarnuévov eémictn@iov ‘Iodvvov Oeodoyov. The 
simplest supposition might be that Augustin misunderstood 
the remark of Clemens Alex. (Opp. ed. Potter. Fragm. 1011) 
that the Second Epistle was written mpds mapQévovs (ad 
virgines)—(see Introd. to Second and Third Epistle, Sec. 1)— 
and then by mistake referred it to the First Epistle—But 
whatever be the origin of this ad Parthos, it can be of no 
value as an historical evidence for the original place of 
destination of the Epistle. As John, according to the un- 
questionable accounts of antiquity, after the death of the 
Apostle Paul, took up his place in Asia Minor; and as in 
Asia Minor, as the Epistle to the Colossians testifies, heretical 

tendencies of Gnostic character already appeared at an early 
date,—it is to be assumed, with most critics, that the Epistle 

was originally directed to the churches of Asia Minor; not 
to one of them (according to Hug, to that of Ephesus), but 
as émiotoA eyxuxdcKn (Oec.) to several (perhaps to “ John’s 
Ephesian circle of churches,” Liicke), perhaps to all of those 
to which the personal activity of the apostle extended, for 
the Epistle would otherwise certainly touch at individual 
circumstances of the single church.’ It is clearly quite 
arbitrary to regard as its place of destination, with Benson, 
Palestine, or, with Lightfoot, Corinth. 

2. The Place of Composition—trThis is just as little stated 
in the Epistle as the place of destination; the prevailing 
opinion, that John wrote it in Ephesus, has at least nothing 
against it. Hug and Ebrard, who regard it—though without 
tenable reason—as a companion work of the Gospel, suppose 
that it was written with the latter in Patmos; but even 
though the statement is found in some of the later Fathers, 
that the Gospel was written in Patmos, the more ancient 
tradition names Ephesus as its place of composition; comp. 
Meyer’s Comment. on the Gospel, 3d ed. p. 39.—Hug appeals 
also to 2 John 12 and 13, 3 John 13; unwarrantably, however, 

for a want of writing materials is here in no way hinted at. 

1 Hilgenfeld thinks that the Epistle was addressed to the whole of orthodox 
Christendom, in so far as it did not belong to the immediate sphere of the 
apostle’s labours ; but even if the apostle mentions no specific limit of his sphere 
of readers, such a limit is nevertheless indicated in the warning reference to the 
Docetan heresy, 
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3. The Time of Composition—That the Epistle belongs, 
not to the earlier, but to the later apostolic time, ze. the time 

after the departure of the Apostle Paul, is not to be disputed. 
The whole tone in which it is written leaves us in no mistake 
as to the advanced age of the writer; moreover, the somewhat 

prolonged existence of the Christian churches to which it is 
addressed is brought out pretty clearly; and there is the 
additional fact that the antagonism between Jewish and 
Gentile Christianity is no longer the subject, and that the 
Docetism therein opposed points also to the later time. With 
this corresponds the tradition, according to which it was 
written by John during his sojourn in Ephesus. As, how- 

ever, the tradition states indeed the end (Iren. Huaer. iii. 3, 4, 

in Euseb. iv. 14: “Iwdvvov 6€ tapapelvavtos adtois péype Tod 
Tpaiavod ypovev), but not the beginning of this sojourn, the 
time of composition of the Epistle is only indefinitely fixed 
by it. This much only seems to be indisputable, that John 

first settled.in Ephesus after the death of the Apostle Paul, 
in order from there to direct the churches of Asia Minor, 

especially those in the proconsulate ; against which, the view 
that he remained in that city until the destruction of 
Jerusalem (Ewald, Gesch. d. Volkes Israel, VII. p. 202 ff.) 
lacks any certain ground. The composition of the Epistle 
before the destruction of Jerusalem, Grotius, Hammond, and 
Diisterdieck infer from chap. 1. 18; Ziegler, Fritzsche, and 

others, from the circumstance that that event, so important 
for Christianity, is not mentioned in the Epistle. But 
ii. 18 refers, indeed, to the nearness of the Parousia of Christ, 

not, however, to the fall of Jerusalem; that even later the 

time reaching to the Parousia of Christ was considered as _ the 
“last time,’ is shown by the passage in Jgnat. ep. ad Ephes. 
ec. xi: €oyxatou Kaipol Aovroy aicxyvvOdpev, PoBnOdpwev Thy 
paxpobupiay Tov Ocod, iva pn Hiv eis Kpima yevnrar. And 
that the destruction of Jerusalem is not mentioned might be 
explained in this way, that when the Epistle was written a 
considerable time might have already elapsed since that event. 
Most commentators place the composition in the time after 
the destruction of Jerusalem, especially because, as they think, 
the state of the churches brought out in the Epistle was 
such as was appropriate only to the end of the apostolic age. 
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But even this conclusion is at least not gute sure, since even 
already Paul in his later Epistles had to take notice of moral 
indifferentism, nay, Antinomianism and Gnostic error ;* and 
the disturbing influence of the judaistically-inclined Christians 
on the Gentile-Christian churches must be regarded as already 
overcome by the labours of the Apostle Paul, inasmuch as 
even Paul himself does not combat it in his later Epistles in 
the way in which he had done in the earlier ones.—Thiersch 
appeals, in favour of a comparatively late appearance of the 

Epistle, to this, that according to chap. u. 19, “ the separation 
of the heretics from the Christian community was already 
accomplished,” though they still, according to the Epistle of 
Jude, revelled at the Agapae; but, on the one hand, it is to 
be observed that from the former passage it is not clear how 
far a formal separation was at that time already carried out 
(the church-forming activity of the heretics belongs first to 
the second century); and, on the other hand, it is at least 
uncertain whether John and Jude had to do with heretics of 
the same kind, for the one class are depicted as Antinomians, 

the other as Docetans—Ebrard fixes as the time of com- 
position the year 95 aer. Dion.; his reasons for this are: the 

Epistle was written at the same time as the Gospel, as its 
dedicatory Epistle; the Gospel was composed at Patmos ; 
John was at Patmos in the 15th year of Domitian; but these 
premisses lack any certain foundation——By most critics it is 
considered that the Epistle was written later than the Gospel, 
and that the latter was written after the destruction of 
Jerusalem. As regards the first part, appeal is made in its 
favour especially to this, that in the Epistle reference is 
sometimes made to the Gospel. This, however, is not the 

case ; there is (as Bleek, as above, also remarks) in the whole 

Epistle not a single passage which assumes the written Gospel 
as known * (Guericke). It would seem on the face of it more 
probable that John, induced by the false teachers, first wrote 

1 Still it cannot remain unobserved, that the heretics, against whom Paul 
directs his polemic, are never accused of Docetism ; that Cerinthus probably 
appeared only towards the end of the apostolic age ; and that the heretical error 
which the Ignatian Epistles contend against was of specially Docetan character. 

* Reuss (as above, p. 218) rightly says: ‘‘ For us the Epistle requires the 
Gospel as a commentary ; but as it once had this in the oral instruction of its 
author it is not thereby proved that it is the later.” 
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the Epistle to warn and exhort the churches entrusted to 
him, and then wrote the Gospel for entire Christendom, as 
“a consecrated record of the historical foundation of salvation ” 
(Thiersch), than that he first wrote the latter and then the 
former." Some of the very passages by which it is thought 
the dependence of the Epistle upon the Gospel can be proved 
seem to tell in favour of this. The passage, 1 John i. 1—4, 
appears, when compared with Gospel i. 1 ff, to be not the 
later, but the earlier one, since the apostle in the former is 

still striving to give to the idea the suitable expression, 
whereas in the latter he has already found it. None the 
less, compared with the expression “0 Adyos cape éyéveTo,” 
is the expression “’Inoods Xpuotos év capkl €dAnrAvOads” the 
more indefinite, and therefore no doubt the earlier. Besides, 

the affinity of the two works permits the conjecture that the 
dates of their composition do not lie far from one another 
(comp. Bleek, p. 590; differently Briickner), especially as 
this appears not only in their peculiar character, but also in 
the form, to such an extent that not only do they both begin 
with a Prooemium containing the same ideas, but even the 
thoughts expressed at the close completely correspond with 
each other: Gospel of John xx. 31: Tatra dé yeyparrat, iva 
mustevonte, OTL 0 Incots toTw 0 Xpsoros, o vids Tod Ocod, 
kal iva TiotevovTes Cony éynte ev TO OvowaTe avTod, and 
1 John v. 13: radta éypawpa tpiv, va eidfrte, bre Sony aieviov 
éyeTe of miotevovTes eis TO dvoua Tod viod Tod Ocov.—As 
regards the second point, no exact proof can indeed be drawn 
from the Gospel itself in favour of its composition after the 
destruction of Jerusalem ;? but, on the other hand, there lies in 

this no ground to contradict the old tradition, that John wrote 
it in his more advanced age. It is also not improbable that 

1 What Thiersch (Versuch f. d. Kritik, p. 79) says generally: ‘‘As a general 

rule, the proposition may be proved to be historically true, that the writings of 
momentary ‘lesign, to which most of the Epistles belong, appeared earlier, and 
the writings of permanent design, especially the Gospels, later,”—may also be 
applied to the relation of the Gospel and the Epistle of John. 

* From the use of av in the passages of the Gospel of John xi. 18, xviii. 1, xix. 41, 
nothing can be inferred, as it is entirely explained ‘‘ by the context of historical 
narrative ;"’ on the other hand, however, the ier/, John vy. 2, does not prove that 
Jerusalem was not yet destroyed at the time when John wrote this, for John in 
his account of the past event might represent to himself that which no longer 
existed as still existing (comp. Ebrard, Comment. p. 40 ff.). 
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it was not already circulated in the lifetime of the apostle ; 
at least it is more natural to suppose that the 21st chapter 
was added to it immediately on its appearance than later, 
when it had already become a possession of the Christian 
churches. In that case, John composed the Gospel as a 
legacy for the age after his death ; hence, however, it would 

result as to the Epistle, that it also was written only in the 
advanced age of the apostle, although before the Gospel. 
True, the apostle nowhere says that his readers have heard 
the Gospel from him, often though he speaks of their acquaint- 
ance with it, nor is there any passage from which it could be 
proved that he himself already laboured among them in 
person ; but from this the conclusion cannot be drawn, that 
“ John composed the Epistle when he took up his place in 
Asia Minor after the death of the Apostle Paul, and indeed 
in order, by means of it as a pastoral Epistle, to introduce 

his labours there” (1st ed. of this comment.); for, on the one 
hand, such a purpose of the Epistle is nowhere hinted at; and, 
on the other hand, that circumstance might arise from this, 

that the Epistle was not exclusively destined for those churches 
in which the apostle had already laboured by oral preaching, 
but was equally for others which he had not yet visited. 

- On impartial consideration of all points, it appears probable 
that the Epistle of John was written in the last quarter of 
the apostolic age. 

1 Ewald (Gesch. Israels, VII. p. 217 ff.) thinks that the Gospel was written 
about the year 80, but was first circulated later, shortly before the death of John, 
with the supplementary chap. xxi. added by him ; and that the First Epistle was 
written later than the Gospel, though Pidegendensly of it, but was circulated 
earlier than it, immediately after ite composition. For this, however, there is 
quite as little certain proof as there is for the opinion that both the Gospel and 
the Epistle of John were composed only at the special urgency of his friends. 
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Iaavyvov eTioton a. 
- 

In A B the superscription runs: "Iwdévvov (B.: -avov) &; in other 
codd.: ériorcA} “Iwdéwov spwry. The Rec. is: Iwdvou rod drooréAou 
ETIOTO?.T AAOOAI“N TPWTT. 

CHAPTER LI 

Ver. 1. Instead of éwpézauev, Tisch. 7 has, both here and here- 
after, and iii. 6, iv. 20, accepted the form éop.; on this form, see 
Ph. Buttmann, Ausf. griech. Gramm. 1819, § 84, Anm. 11, note; 
Al. Buttmann (p. 56) says: “The form éépaxa, it is true, is often 
presented by the mss., but has not, up to the present, been 
received by the editors.” — Ver. 2. Cod. B has before twpaxamey 
the relative ¢, perhaps through mistake from vy. 1 and 3; even 
Buttm. has not accepted it. — Ver. 3. drayyinrouey yun] Rec, 
according to G K and several others, Copt. and others, Oec. 
Aug. Beda (Tisch.) ; according to A B C, however, with Lachm., 
a zai is to be inserted after drayyéAAouev.—it seems to have 
been omitted as superfluous on account of the following iva zai 
iweig; in Thph. it reads: zai druyyérrouev yuiv; SO also 8, in 
which it reads: dxyjx. zai twpax. nal aruyyérroucy.— Ver. 4. 
Instead of ypapousy sui (Rec. Tisch. Lachm. ed. maj.), A* Bs 
read ypagouey juss (Lachm. ed. min. Buttm.); Liicke, de Wette, 
Ewald, and Reiche consider this reading as unsuitable; diffe- 
rently Briickner; the change of j<7 to vuiv can at any rate be 
more easily explained than that of iui to jue. — 4 yape dusir] 
Tec., according to A C K, several others, Copt. etc. etc. (Tisch.) ; 
Lachm., following B (8 and others, reads judy; hardly correct. 
— Ver. 5. zai Zor «-y] according to B C G@ K 8 and others, 
Syr. Thph. Oee. (Tisch.), instead of the Rec. zai airy eoriv, accord- 
ing to A, Vulg. (Lachm.). The ec. is an alteration of the 
original reading; comp. ii. 25, iii. 11. — d&yyz%/a] so Lachm. and 
Tisch. (approved of by Reiche and most modern commentators), 
following almost the entire number of authorities: A BG K, 
by far the most of the others ([hph. in Comm. Oec.), instead of 
the Rec, éruyyeria, which only a few codices support ; perhaps 
C; according to Lachm. C has éyy:i/a; according to Tisch.: 
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ésuyyeria. Paulus considers dyyz%/e as an explanatory gloss 
from iii. 11; so de Wette; but, on the contrary, érayy<A‘a is a 
correction of éyyed‘a, which otherwise does not appear in the 
N. T. except in iii. 11, where, however, the same correction is 
found. The original reading of 8 is drayysd/as; later it corrects 
this to ayyeaia ; others have corrected it to dyarn rig exayy:- 
Aas. Socin thinks that érayysAia should be read. — Ver. 7. 
Instead of daarjarwy, A* (?) Tol. some lat. codices, Aeth. Clem. 
Didym. Tert. read airod, which is plainly a correction, as 
arrAnawy does not seem conformable to the train of thought; see 
the comment. on this passage. After “Ijoot the Rec., following 
A G K and others, Vulg. etc., has Xpsorod, which is wanting in 
BCs; Lachm. and Tisch. have omitted it; Reiche would have 
it retained; the addition is easily explained, comp. v. 3.— 
Ver. 8. Instead of odx gorw év juiv (Rec. after B Gs, Vulg. etc.), 
Lachm. and Tisch., following A C K and others, read év jut odx 
zory ; perhaps the former is a correction, after ver. 10. — Ver. 9. 
Instead of xadupion is found, in A, h. some min. (perhaps also 
in C**): xadapics:, which, however, has too little evidence to be 
regarded as genuine. 

Vv. 1—4. Introduction of the Epistle: statement of the 
subject of the apostolic proclamation and of the aim of this 
writing. The construction of the periods is not carried out 
conformably to rule. The relative clauses beginning with 6 
form the object of a verbal idea, which is just as little directly 
expressed as the subject which belongs to it; nay, more, with 
mept the period that was begun breaks off, and with «at 1) Sw 
(which refers back to the preceding tis fwis) begins a new 
period consisting of two principal members. In the new 
sentence, ver. 3, the object, expressed in relative form, is placed 

before the finite verb, which contains in itself the subject. 
The parts of the sentence in ver. 1, beginning with 6, are co- 
ordinate with each other; it is grammatically impossible to 
take the first part as subject and the following parts as the 
predicate of it (Cappellus: quod erat ab initio hoc ipsum est, 
quod audivimus, etc.) ; as far as regards the sense, it is unsuit- 
able to find in éWnAddncav the verb which governs the 
preceding objective clauses (Paulus: “that which was, etc., 
which we have seen, our hands also have touched”). The 
governing verb cannot be contained in ver. 2 either, for the 
verbs of this verse have their object near them in tyv Swrv 
Thv atwviov. AS 0 éwpakapuev K. aknKoapev, ver. 3, shows 
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itself to be the resumption of the objective clauses of ver. 1, 
—only in more abridged form,—it is to be assumed that 
amayyé\Xomev, ver. 3, is the verb which was before the 
apostle’s mind from the very beginning, from the immediate 
addition of which he was, however, prevented by feeling him- 

self constrained to define the object more precisely by the 
appositional addition wept tod Aoyou ths CwHs. As he was 
then induced by ris fwijs to the parenthetical continuation 

in ver. 2, he made the finite verb follow after he had first 

resumed the object. 
Ver. 1. 6 Hv ar’ apyfs] This thought, indefinite in itself, is 

more fully explained by the following relative clauses to this 
extent, that “that which was from the beginning ” is identical 
with that which was the subject of perception by the apostle’s 
senses. But from the appositional adjunct zept «.7.r. and the 
parenthetical sentence, ver. 2, it follows that John understands 
by it the Aoyos tHs Cos or the Cw7, and more exactly the Cw 
% alwvios, which was with the Father and was manifested. 
That the apostle, however, does not thereby mean a mere 
abstraction, but a real personality, is clear, first from 6 d«n- 

Koapev x.T.rX. and épavepdOn, and then especially from the 
comparison with the prooemium of the Gospel of John, with 
which what is said here is in such conformity that it cannot 
be doubted that by 6 #v am’ apyijs the same subject is meant 
as is there spoken of as 6 Aodyos. The neuter form does not 
entitle us to understand by 6 7 «.7.X., with the Greek com- 
mentators Theophylact, Oecumenius, and the Scholiasts, the 

“ uvotypiov of God,” namely, 67s Oeds edavepwOn év capki, or 
even, with Grotius, the “ res a Deo destinatae.” Nor does de 

Wette’s interpretation : “that which appeared in Christ, which 
was from eternity, the eternal divine life,” correspond with 
the representation of the apostle, according to which the a») 

not only was manifested in Christ, but is Christ Himself. By 
far the greatest number of commentators interpret 0 jv am 
apyjs correctly of the personal Christ. The reason why John 
did not write 65 (comp. chap. ii. 13: tov am’ apyis), but 6, 
cannot, with several commentators (Erdmann, Liicke, Ebrard’), 

1 Liicke gives this explanation of the neuter: that John, ‘‘seeking to express 
briefly the idea of the Gospel, combines in this idea the person of Christ, as the 
incarnate Logos, with His whole history and work.” — Erdmann first remarks: 
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be found in this, that John means not only the person in 
itself, but at the same time its whole history, all that it did 

and experienced, for 4 am’ apyjs (synonymous with év apy7 
Av, Gospel of John i. 1) is decisive as to the historical mani- 
festation of Christ. Nor is it, with Diisterdieck, to be found 

in this, “because only this form (the neuter) is wide and 
flexible enough to bear at the same time the two conceptions 
of the one... object, the conception of the premundane exist- 
ence and that of the historical manifestation,’ for then each of 

the four 6’s would have to embrace in itself both these ideas, 

which, however, is not the case. But neither is it, with Hof- 

mann (Schriftbewers, ed. 2, I. p. 112), this: “ because John just 
wants to describe only the subject of the apostolic proclamation 
as such;” for this is not the order, that John first describes 

the subject of the apostolic proclamation only generally, and 
“then” defines it more particularly, but 6 jv am apyis is 

itself the more particular definition of the subject of the pro- 
clamation. Nor, finally, is it, with Weiss, this, that the apostle 

does not here mean the Son of God Himself, but “ that which 

constituted the eternal being of the Son,’ namely life; for, on 
the one hand, nothing here points to a distinction of the Son 
and His being, and, on the other hand, it is not the being of 

the Son which the apostle heard, saw, handled, but the Son 

Himself. The neuter is rather to be explained in this way, 
that to the apostle Christ is “the life” itself; but this idea in 
itself is an abstract (or general) idea.’ True, the apostle could 

Forma neutrius generis generalis notio e contextis atque Joannis dicendi ratione 
facile definienda, ad personam Christi aperte referenda significatur, nec solum 
vis et amplitudo sententiae apte notatur, sed etiam illo ¢ quater repetito orationis 
sublimitati concinnitas additur; and then continues: Praeterea meminerimus, 
non solum Christi personam per se spectatam hic designari, verum etiam omnia, 
quae per vitam humanam ab eo perfecta et profecta, acta, dicta, etc. asyev in eo 
apparuisse comprobant. — With this the opinion of Ebrard agrees, that ¢ shows 
that the person was not to be proclaimed qua person, not as an abstraction, but 
in its historical manifestation. Against this, however, it is a valid objection, 

that John in @ 7&2 dpys has plainly in his view the Logos not in, but before its 
historical manifestation. — When Erdmann appeals, in favour of John’s refer- 
ence of the neuter to persons, to the passages, Gospel of John iii. 6, vi. 39, xvii. 
2, 1 John iv. 4, it is, on the other hand, to be observed that in all these passages 
the neuter serves to combine the single individuals into a whole that embraces 
the entirety of them, which permits of no application to the use of ¢ here. 

1 Ebrard rejects this explanation as quite erroneous, and as being in contra- 
diction with the acceptation of the verse otherwise. The rashness of this 
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have written even és instead of the neuter; but as Christ has 

His peculiar importance just in this, that He is the Life itself 
(not merely a living individual),—comp. Gospel of John xiv. 6, 
—and as John begins his Epistle filled with this conception, 
it was more natural for him to write here 6 than és... By jv 
an’ apxijs John describes Christ as Him who, although at a 
particular time He was the object of perception by sense, has 
been from all eternity; the imperfect 7v, however, does not 

express the premundane, eternal existence, but is explained in 
this way, that John speaks historically, looking backwards 
from the point of time at which Christ had become the object 
of sensuous perception. — az’ apyijs| has frequently in the 
N. T. its more particular determination along with it, as in 
Mark xiii. 19, 2 Pet. iii. 4: tHs xtlcews, or it is easily dis- 
covered from the context, as in Acts xxvi. 4. In the passage 
2 Thess. ii. 13, am’ apyfs corresponds to the expression used 
in Eph. i. 4: po xataBonrjs xocpov, and is identical with the 
German “von Ewigkeit her” (from all eternity), for which 
elsewhere is said: a7o tov aiwvwyv (Eph. iii. 9), or similar 
words. Here it is explained by the following %rTis av pos 
tov mwatépa. This existence of Christ with the Father precedes 
not merely His appearance in the flesh, but also the creation 
of the world, for according to John i. 2 the world was made 
by Him; apy is therefore not the moment of the beginning 
of the world, as it is frequently interpreted, hut what preceded 
it (comp. Meyer on Gospel of John i. 1); Christ was before the 
world was, and is therefore not first from the beginning of the 
world, as Christ Himself in John xvii. 5 speaks of a d0fa 
which He had with the Father mpo rod tov xdcpov eivat.” 

judgment is clearly evident from the question which he adds: ‘‘ Where would 
there be even the shadow of a grammatical reference of ¢ to Gwis?” for a 
grammatical reference is not and could not be asserted. — Bertheau’s objection 
(Liicke, Comment. ed. 3, p. 206f.), that ‘‘we would still have to regard the 

neuter form as a general comprehensive expression which refers both to that to 
which the apostle ascribes a primeval existence and to that which he has heard 
with his ears,” ete., is not tenable, for it rests on the unproved assumption that 
6 Asyes x. Z. is not identical with that which the apostle regarded as the object 

of the dxovsyv x.7.A. 

1 It is unsuitable to explain the % with Braune, in this way, that the apostle, 
‘in view of the mysterious sublimity . . . wrote in a flight and feeling of 
indefiniteness, ” 

* That the Ayo; before the creation of the world was immanent in God, Lut 
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The apostle says here am’ apyjjs, because he is looking back 
from the time when Christ by His incarnation became the 
object of sensuous perception (similarly Ebrard). It is in- 
correct either to change the idea of etvas am’ apyis into that 
of existence in the predetermined plan,’ by which the words 
are strained, or to interpret dpy7 here of the beginning of the 
public activity of Christ in the flesh (Semler, Paulus, and 
others), by which the connection with ver. 2 is ignored. — 
0 axnKoapev K.T.r.] By the four sentences the apostle expresses 
the thought that that which was from the beginning was the 
subject of his own perception; the main purpose of them is 
not “to put forward that which is to be proclaimed about 
Christ as absolutely certain and self-experienced” (Ebrard), 
but to bring out and to establish the identity of that which 
was from the beginning with that which was manifested in the 
flesh, while he has at the same time in his view the Docetan 

heresy afterwards mentioned by him.” By the 6 with which 

these sentences begin, nothing else, therefore, is meant than by 
the 6 of the first sentence, namely Christ Himself (Briickner, 
Braune) ; and here the peculiar paradox is to be noticed, which 
lies in this, that the general (7 fw) is represented by the 
apostle as something perceived by his senses. It is erroneous 
to understand by each of these 6’s something different; thus 
by the first (with axnxoapev), perhaps the testimony which was 
expressed by God Himself (Grotius), or by the law and the 
prophets (Oecumenius), or by John the Baptist (Nicolas de 
Lyra), or even the words which Christ uttered (Ebrard); by 
the second 6 (with éwpdxapev), the miracles of Christ (Ebrard) ; 
by the third 6 (with é@cacapefa), tot et tauta miracula 
(Grotius), or even “the divine glory of Christ” (Ebrard); and 
by the o which is to be supplied with eWndAddncav, the 

by the accomplishment of the act of creation hypostatically proceeded from God 
(see Meyer on Gospel of John i. 1), is an idea nowhere hinted at in scripture. 
- | Grotius : eae res, quas apostoli sensibus suis percepere, fuerunt a Deo desti- 
natae jam ab ipso mundi primordio. 

* Erdmann: Jam etiam clarum fit, cur tam diserte... testem oculatum et 

auritum se significare studeat, scilicet primum ut veritatem et certitudinem 
verbi aeterni in Christo manifestati sensibusque humanis percepti adversus con- 
trariam pseudodoctorum doctrinam ... confirmet, deinde ut sui praeconii 
apostolici fidem et auctoritatem in ipsa sensuum expericntia fundatam ab 
insolentia illorum vindicet. 
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resurrection-body of Christ (Ebrard), or, still more arbitrarily, 
the panes multiplicatos, Lazarum, etc. (Grotius) ; all these 
supplementary ideas, which have originated in the incorrect 
assumption that John refers here to “the various sides of 
Christ’s appearance in the flesh,” and which can easily be 
confounded with others, are utterly unjustified, since they are 
in no way hinted at in the context. John does not mean 
here to say that he has experienced this or that in Christ, 
but that he has heard, seen, looked upon, and handled Christ 

Himself. In the succession of the four verbs there lies an 
unmistakeable gradation (a Lapide: gradatim crescit oratio) ; 
from axnkoapev to éwpdxapev a climax occurs, in so far as we 

are more certainly and immediately convinced of the reality of 
an appearance of sense by sight than by hearing; the addition 
of the words trois dpOarpois ov is not, as Lorinus already 
remarks, a mepiccoNoyla or BarroXoyia, but there is in them 

“plainly an aiming at emphasis, as: to see with one’s own 
eyes” (Winer, p. 535, VII. p. 564). The third verb é0cacd- 
pea must not here be taken—with Bede and Ebrard—in the 
sense of spiritual beholding, by which it is removed from the 
sphere to which the other verbs belong ; it is rather of similar 
signification with éwpaxayev—in this respect, that, equally 

with the latter, it indicates the seeing with the bodily eyes. 
The difference does not, however, lie in this, that P0ceac@ar = 

peta Oavpatos Kxal OadpBovs opay (Oecumenius, a Lapide, 
Hornejus, etc.), or = attente cum gaudio et admiratione con- 
spicere (Blackwell), by which significations are put into the 
word which are foreign to it in itself, but in this, that it has 
in it the suggestion of intention. It is to be remarked that 
€Ocacdpyeba is closely connected with the following nal ai 
xelpes jpav eynrddnoar ; for 6 is not repeated here, and both 

verbs are in the aorist, so that they thus go to form a sort of 

contrast to the two preceding clauses; whilst axovew and opav 

express rather the involuntary perception, PeaoOax and ypra- 

deiv express acts of voluntary design,—the former the purposed 

beholding, the latter the purposed touching of the object in 

order to convince oneself of its reality and of its nature. As 

1 This force Liicke brings out correctly : ‘‘ Where the expressions are used as 

contrasted, ép%v signifies altogether the objective seeing, but ¢sacéas the designed, 

continued beholding.” 
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both these parts of the clause remind us of the words of the 
risen Christ: Wwyradyoaré pe kai iSere (Luke xxiv. 39), it is 
not improbable that John had in his mind the beholding and 
touching of the Risen One, only it must be maintained at the 
same time that Christ was one and the same to him before 
and after His resurrection. In this view, the transition from 

the perfect to the aorist is naturally explained in this way, 
that the apostle in the last verbs refers to single definite acts." 
The plural aenxdapev x.7.X. is not plur. majestaticus, but is used 
because John, although he speaks of himself as subject, still at 
the same time embraces in his consciousness the other apostles 
as having had the same experience as himself. — mepi tod 
Adyou THs CwHs| is not dependent on any of the preceding 
verbs ;” it is also inadmissible to explain ep here, with 
Briickner, in the sense in which it is used in 1 Cor. xvi. 1, 12, 

namely, in order to mark the transition to something new; 

not only the sense, but also the position of mepé prohibits this 
signification ; it is an additional clause in apposition to the 
preceding descriptions of the object, by which it is stated to 
what 6 jw dm adpyis, 6 axnxoapev refers. The expression . 
0 Novos THS SwAs may be in itself a description of the Gospel 
(so it is taken by Grotius, Semler, Frommann, Ewald, de 

Wette, Briickner, Diisterdieck, etc.), and 74s Cw%s either gen. 

obj. (1 Cor.i.18; 2 Cor. v. 19), or gen. qualitatis (Phil. ii. 16 ; 
Gospel of John vi. 68); but this acceptation is refuted, first, 

1 Diisterdieck rightly remarks that the change of the tenses does not here 
originate in an indefiniteness. His view, however, ‘‘ that the transition from 
the perfect to the aorist is to be explained in this way, that the nearer the 
apostle’s discourse comes to the definite historical force of :@avepaén, the more it 
takes the historical form,” is untenable, for dove and opzv stand to ipavepadn in 
no other relation than é:écéa: and Wnaageiv. Briickner opposes the view indi- 
cated above, being of opinion that the perfect emphasizes ‘‘the certain effect,” 
the aorist, on the other hand, ‘‘the historical event ;” but why would John 

there emphasize the former and here the latter, if this were not to be explained 
by the distinction which we have stated ? 

2 §. G. Lange construes vspi with the first sentence: 3 av az dpyiis, so that 
the sense that results to him, explaining a7’ épxis = ‘from the beginning of 
His ministry,” and ¢iva:= ‘‘fieri, to happen,” is: ‘‘ that which happened from 
the beginning in connection with our Lord, the Word of life!” — Not less 
extraordinary is the explanation of Paulus: ‘‘what in general was thus in 
regard to the Logos i, what we, in regard to Him, heard, saw, etc., that also, in 

regard to Him, these hands of ours have touched,” namely, ‘‘the human body 
which here contained Him as the Logos come down from above.” 
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by the preposition zrepé, instead of which the simple accusative 
would have had to be put, for John proclaimed not about the 

gospel, but the gospel itself (avayyéAXoper, ver. 3); then by 
the close connection of this additional clause with the preced- 
ing objective clauses; and, finally, by the analogy with the 
prooemium of the Gospel of John (ver. 1: év apyn hv o 
Royos; ver. 4: év ad’t@ Sar Fv). These reasons, which are 
opposed to that explanation, are in favour of the explanation 
of Hornejus: hic non denotatur sermo s. verbum evangelii, 
sed Christus, which is also that of most commentators. The 

opinion of Diisterdieck, that “as John (according to ver. 2) 
considered the Logos itself as 1 G7, 7) fw ai@vios, the Noyos 
in the composition 6 Aoyos THs ws cannot again be the 
personal Logos,” is overthrown by this, that TAs wis in itself 
is not the name of a person, but of a thing, just as in Gospel 
of John i. 4, S77 in the clause év ad’t@ Cw Hv, and To das 
tT. avOp. in the clause kat Con fv to das Tt. avOp. Even 
0 Aoyos is the name of a thing; not, indeed, that we should 

understand by it, first, “the word, which was preached by the 
apostles,” and then, because this has Christ as its subject, 

“ Christ Himself,” as Hofmann (Schriftbew. ed. 2, I. p. 109 ff.) 

thinks, for the subject of a word cannot be called the Word 
(comp. Meyer on Gospel of John i. 11), but 6 Aoyos signifies, in 
the province of religious thought, car’ é€oynv, the Word by 
which God expressed Himself év apy7. Though John of 
course knows that this Word is the personal Christ, yet in 
this expression in itself the idea of personality is not yet 
brought out. This being the case, we will have to understand 

the compound phrase: 0 Adyos THs Coys, first of all as the name 
of a thing;’ so that Jolin in this description, which in itself 

1 The identification of the ideas: x%puyua (= Adyos) and 6 xnpuccoutves, by 

which, without enlargement, the former could be put where the latter is meant, 
is rightly opposed by Luthardt (Das Hv. Joh. p. 284 ff.); and what Hofmann, 
in the 2d ed. of his Schriftbeweis, brings forward for his defence, does not refute 

the statements of Luthardt. But even the explanation of Luthardt, that Christ 
is called the Word because He ‘‘is the Word which God has spoken to the 
world, because He is the final and last word of all earlier words of God to the 
world,” cannot be justified, because, on the one hand, in the simple expression 
aéyes nothing is less indicated than that He is the final word, and, on the other 
hand, it must be acknowledged that Christ, not merely from His incarnation, 
but from the very beginning, is the Word in which life is, or the Word of Life. 

* Even Hofmann has rightly recognised this, although only from his inad- 
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does not express the idea of personality, does not mean to say 
that that which was from the beginning, and which he has 
heard, etc., is the person that bears the name o Xoyos THs 
€whs, but only defines more particularly the object, previously 
stated indefinitely, in so far that it is the Word of life, zc. the 

Word which has life in it (whose nature consists in this, that 
it is life), and is the source of all life (Braune); comp. John 

vi. 35, vill. 12. In agreement with this, Weiss says (p. 35) 
that o Adoyos is here, as in the prologue of the Gospel, a 
description of the nature of the Son of God; but the assertion 
is incorrect, that the genitive THs CwAs describes the Word as 

“the Word belonging to life, necessary for life,’ in favour of 
which he appeals incorrectly to the expressions aptos Ths Cans 

(John vi. 35, 48) and pnyata wis aiwviov (John vi. 68). 
This explanation is refuted by this, that with it 7 Gw7, ver. 2, 

must be taken in a different reference from that which ris> 
fwAs has here.\—— The personality of this Word, which has 
already been indicated by 6 axnxdapev x.7.r., is still more 
definitely expressed in ver. 2 by the twofold épavepwOn, in 
which 6 éwpdxapev Kai axnkoapev of ver. 3 finds its explana- 
tion. That in the expression 6 Aoyos THs CwAs the emphasis 

lies on 77s ws, is clear from this, that in ver. 2 it is not 

6 Aoyos, but 7 fay, that is the subject. The construction with 
wept is thus explained, that the apostle does not thereby mean 
to speak of the object of his proclamation, which he has already 
stated in 6 4v an’ apyis «.7.X., but only desires to add a more 
particular description of it, for which reason also it is not to 
be regarded as dependent on amaryyéAXowev. Braune incor- 

rectly takes it as “a new dependent clause parallel in its 
matter to the succession of relative clauses, which along with 
the latter comes to an end in azayyéAXopev.” Ebrard ground- 

missible interpretation of the idea é¢ Adyos: ‘‘ As 6 Adyos is the word of the 
apostolic proclamation, o Ayes ris Zwns is also not meant to be the proper name 
of a personal being, but the description of a thing, which requires the genitival 
attributive +7; ws in order to be described according to its peculiar essence.” 

1 This incongruity is concealed by Weiss in this way, that he takes fay = 
‘knowledge of God ;” but it is not thereby removed, for Weiss understands by 
Cxas here ‘‘our knowledge of God,” but by % fw in ver. 2, on the other hand, 
the knowledge of God which the Logos has.—It is arbitrary for Ewald to explain 
royes by ‘ subject,” and, accordingly, resi rod Aty. cvs Swzs by “in regard to 
the subject of life.” 

MEYeEn.—1 Joun, Ss 
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lessly finds in this construction the suggestion, that John 
considers as the object of his proclamation, not Christ “as an 
abstract single conception” (!), but “his concrete historical 
experiences of Christ.” 

Ver. 2. Without bringing to an end the thought beeun in 
ver. 1, from the exact continuation of which he has already 
digressed in mepl rod Aoyou 7. €, the apostle in this verse 
expresses the double thought, that the life was manifested, 

and that this eternal life which was with the Father and was 
manifested, has been seen and is declared by him; so that in 
this both 6 jv am apyfs and 6 axnxoapev, how the former, 
namely, could have been the subject of sensuous perception, 
find their more particular determination. This whole verse is 
of course parenthetical; but that it is not regarded by John 
as mere parenthesis (contrary to Diisterdieck) is clear, partly 
from the connecting xa/, and partly from this, that in ver. 3 
it is not 0 Av am’ apyis, but only 6 axnxoapev x.T.r., that is 
resumed, while the former is fully dealt with in this verse. — 
kai] is not put for ydp, but is copulative, “not disjunctive, 
but conjunctive ” (Liicke); the thought with which it is con- 
nected is that which lies in 6 #v am’ apyis, that the life, 
before it became subject of perception, was, as it is after- 
wards put, mpdos Tov matépa..— Cw éepavepoOn] Instead 
of a relative, the noun is repeated, as is peculiar to the diction 

of John; 7 fw instead of 0 Aoyos Ths LwAs, because the 
emphasis, as has been already remarked, is on fw7}, is analogous 

to Gospel of John i. 4, where also, after it is said of the 

Aoyos: ev avT@ Car) Hv, it is not o Aoyos, but 1) Fw, that is the 
subject of the following sentence.” It is plainly incorrect to 
understand by €w7 the doctrina de felicitate nova = evangelium 
(Semler), or, with others: the felicitas of believers ; but neither 

is S. G. Lange’s explanation, according to which w7 = “ auctor 
vitae, the Life-giver,” sufficient, for Christ is so designated not 

merely according to the operation that proceeds from Him, 
but at the same time according to the peculiarity of His 

1 Ebrard wrongly conceives the logical relation thus, that by ai the thought 
that is latent in the preceding verse: ‘‘that Christ was of eternal being, but 
became incarnate and was manifested,” is confirmed. 

2 Groundlessly Baumgarten-Crusius asserts that #7 ‘has here more inner, 
spiritual meaning than in Gospel i. 14;” this is to mistake the meaning which 
the word has in that passage. 
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nature.’ — égavepoOn] In what way the davépwors took place 
is taught in chap. iv. 2 and John i.14. In this way, that 
the life which was in itself hidden appeared in the flesh or 
became flesh, did it become perceptible by sense, subject of 
the dxovew, opav «.7.X. Ebrard rightly remarks: “the oapé 
yiyvec@as indicates the objective event of the incarnation as 

such ; the ¢davepwOjvaz, the result of it for our faculty of per- 
ception.” — cal éwpdxapev Kai «.7.d.| The object that belongs 
to the verbs is t7v Swnv Thy aidvioy; according to de Wette, 
Briickner, and Diisterdieck, this object is only attracted to 
atrayyédAopev, and the object is to be supplied to both of the 
first verbs from what precedes (#7); but the two ideas 
Haptupoduev and amayy. are thereby unduly separated from 

each other; there is more in favour of supplying only an 
avtTny with éwpdxayev (1st ed. of this comm., Myrberg), by 
which the idea of this verb is significantly brought out: “the 
life was manifested, and we have seen it;” but as in the 

context even this construction is not indicated, it is better, 

with most commentators, to connect tyv Cwnv r. aiwv. also 
with éwpdxapev.— By éwpdxapev the apostle brings out that 
the eternal Life which was made manifest and perceptible 
was seen by himself; the verb paprupoduev, which signifies 
the utterance of that which one has personally seen or experi- 
enced (comp. Gospel of John xix. 35; also 1 John i 34, iii. 
32), is directly connected with this, and thereupon first 
follows the more general idea arayyéAopev ; Baumgarten- 

1 The chief elements which are contained in the idea Zw are differently 
stated by the commentators ; Frommann mentions as such: “the truth, per- 
fection, or the living and happy character of being ;”’ Kostlin : ‘‘ the mightiness, 
blessedness, and endlessness of being.” If we keep to the scriptural mode of 
conception, the chief elements appear to be ‘“‘ consciousness, activity, and 

happiness ;” true activity is only where consciousness is, and happiness is 
activity which is not disturbed or hindered by any opposition. — Weiss wrongly 
infers from John xvii. 3, that by {#4 is to be understood only the knowledge of 
God, and it is erroneous for him to maintain that 7 fw does not here signify 
Christ Himself, but ‘‘ His peculiar knowledge of God,” which He possessed even 
before His gavépwois, The relative clause aris av xpis ov xartpz, which is con- 
nected with cv Can» env aidviev, is opposed to this interpretation ; inasmuch as it 

shows that here 4 fan 4 aigvies, and just as much % fw, is to be considered as 
the same subject which John in the prooemium of the Gospel calls é Aéyos, and 
of which he says there that it iv apes rév Océ. 

* Incorrectly a Lapide: quasi martyres i.e. testes Dei tum voce, tum vita, 
tum passione, morte et martyrio. 
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Crusius incorrectly refers waptupodpuev specially to épavepwbn 
and dmayyé\Xouev to éwpdxayev, with the assertion that 
“the former two have more objective, the latter more sub- 

jective meaning.” Myrberg’s explanation also: paptupia est 
expertae veritatis simplex confessio, qua homo sibi ipsi potius, 
quam aliis consulat: awayyeXia annuntiatio veritatis cog- 
nitae, qua aliis potius, quam sibi ipsi providere studeat, is 
without grammatical justification. — By div, arayyédNopev 
is put in reference to the readers of the Epistle; hence it 
does not follow, however, that it is to be understood only of 
the writing of this Epistle, and is therefore simply resumed by 
TadTa ypapopuev in ver. 4; but the former is the more general 
idea, in which the more special one of the writing of the 
Epistle is embraced ; the ypddewv is a particular kind of the 
atayyérrewv.' Ebrard incorrectly separates the two, by re- 
ferring drayyéAXopev to the written Gospel of John, and 
ypapouev to this Epistle. — tv Conv tiv aiwvov] The noun 
is here put for the pronoun avryny, not only in accordance 
with John’s usual mode of expression, but because the idea 
of fw was to be more particularly defined by aiwvios. 
Jaumgarten-Crusius erroneously explains 2) fw) 7) aiwvios by 
“bestowing higher, unending life;” rather the #7, which 
Christ is, is marked by ai@vios as such as nv am’ apis, or— 
still more comprehensively—as such as, though by the incar- 
nation it entered into time, is in itself nevertheless without 

measure of time, eternal (Briickner; similarly Braune). It 
is true, the idea fw) aiwvios has elsewhere in the N. T. 
admittedly another signification, but this does not justify the 
explanation of Calvin: ubi secundo repetit: annuntiamus 
vitam aeternam, non dubito quin de effectu loquatur, nempe 

quod annuntiet: beneficio Christi partam nobis esse vitam. 
De Wette’s explanation also, that 1 7) 2) ai@vios is an idea 
“which hovers in the middle between the eternal true life 
which is to be appropriated by believers (John xvii. 3), and 
life in Christ, so that the first is to be considered in closest 

connection with amayyéAXouev, but the second in reference to 
the reflexive #rzs jv,” can so much the less be held correct 
as the simple and clear thought of the apostle is thereby 

1 Bengel’s interpretation : ‘‘ Z'estimonium, genus ; species duae : annuntiatio et 
scriptio; annuntiatio ponit fundamentum, scriptio supcracditicat, ” is inadmissible. 
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rendered complicated and obscure. Of that which the be- 
liever possesses in Christ there is here no mention at all, but 
only of Christ Himself; and, besides, that 1) Sw 7) aia. is to 

the Apostle John not merely a subjective, but also an objec- 
tive conception, is proved by chap. v. 11. — ris Hv] Ares is 

more significant than the simple 7, inasmuch as it makes the 
twofold relative clause as containing a confirmation of the 
preceding statement: éwpdxapev K.7.r., THY Cony THY aiwviov.’ 
— The imperfect 7v also does not here indicate the intem- 
poral existence, but is used in reference to ébavepwOn: ere the 

fw appeared, it was with the Father.— pos tov tatépa] 
comp. Gospel of John i. 1: mpos tov Ocov. The preposition 
mpos is often combined with the accusative in the N. T. in the 
sense of “with:” comp. Matt. xiii. 56, xxvi. 55; but pos 
with the accusative differs from pos with the dative in this, 

that it describes being with one another not as a mere being 
beside one another, but as a living connection, a being in 
intercourse with one another (so also Braune); but we put 
too much into it, if we find the relationship of love directly 
expressed by zpos.” John does not mean to bring out that 
the f«' (Christ) was connected with the Father in love, but 
that Christ already was, before He appeared (épavepwOn) ; 
before He was év t® Kkoowm with men, He was therefore in 
heaven with God, and indeed in lively union with God as He 
afterwards entered into a lively communion with men. Quite 

1 The statement of Ebrard is inapposite, that by 77s the subject-matter of the 
relative clause is stated as an already (from ver. 1) known and at the same time 
acknowledged element of the substantive idea on which the relative clause 
depends. The right view seems to lie at the base of the explanation of Sander: 
“*T declare unto you eternal life, even as such as,” etc., at least it isnot touched at 
by the remark of Ebrard in opposition : ‘‘The meaning of John is plainly this, 
that the ¢. aia». is really and in itself one which was with the Father and was 

manifested to us, and is by no means represented as such merely in the pro- 
clamation of it.” Diisterdieck rightly says: ‘‘ By zs the twofold extension of 
the predicate is connected with the subject 7 %. 7 ai#v., not merely in simply 
relative manner, but in such a way that the extension of the predicate contains 
at the same time an explanatory and confirmatory reference ;” but it is difficult 
to admit that by virtue of #zis the xal tpavepwdn nuiv in its close connection with 

av xp. +. war. is marked as the connecting link which unites to @ av ax’ ax. the 

accessory elements o axnxcausy x.7.A. 
2 Besser: ‘The Word was with God, related to the Father in jilial love.” 

Still less justifiable is Ebrard’s explanation : ‘‘The {#4 was a life flowing forth 
indeed from the bosom of the Father, but immediately returning into it, floating 
in the inner circulation of the life of God.” (!) 
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erroneously, Socin, Grotius, and others understand the expres- 
sion of the concealment of the fw) aiwv. in the decree of 

God. From the fact that John here calls God in His relation 
to Christ arp, it follows that the sonship of Christ to God is 
to be regarded not as first begun with His incarnation, but as 
premundane. — cai épavepwOn jpiv] is not a mere repetition 
of what has been already said, but in 7uiv a new element is 
added, by which éwpdxapev and 6 axnxoaper x.T.X., Ver. 1, find 
their explanation. 

Ver. 3. In the opening words of this verse: 6... 
axnkoauev, the object expressed in ver. 1 is resumed, and 

the governing verb, which was there already in the apostle’s 
view, is added. The drift of this verse does not, however, 

lie in this, but rather in the final clause: tva «.7.r. While 

John first meant to state what was the subject of his pro- 
clamation, namely, that it was that which was from the 

beginning and was perceived by his senses,—which he then 
more particularly defined in ver. 2,—he now wants to state 
the purpose of this proclamation of that subject. In this 
lies the reason why the object is resumed in abridged form, 
namely, in the form which the immediately preceding words 
(cal épavepdln piv) suggested. The 6 v am’ apyfs, and 
similarly the 6 é@cacduefa, was not to be resumed; the 
former, because it has been fully dealt with in what follows 
it; the latter, because it was not here in the purpose of the 

apostle once more to bring out the reality of the sensuous 
appearance of Him who was from the beginning. That éwpa- 
xapev is placed before dx«nxoawey—in which no artificial 
parallelism is to be sought for (against Ebrard)—vresulted 
naturally from the interweaving of éwpdkapyev into ver. 2 
(de Wette).— arayyé\ropwev xat tyiv| with araryyédroper, 
comp. ver. 2.— «ai (see the critical remarks) distinguishes 
the readers either from others to whom the apostle had 
declared the same thing (Spener, de Wette, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Liicke, Diisterdieck, Myrberg, Braune, etc.), or from 
John (along with the other apostles). Lorinus: vos qui 
nimirum non audistis, nec vidistis, nec manibus vestris con- 

trectastis verbum vitae; so also Zwingli, Bullinger, Ebrard. 
The latter interpretation would be preferable, if the following 
cal hefore duets, to which the same reference is to be attri- 
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buted, did not thereby become pleonastic.— iva kai ipeis 
cowwviay éynte pel” 7yav] Many commentators, as Socin, 

Bengel, Russmeyer, Spener, and others, supply with xcowwviay 

as enlargement: “with God and Christ;” without adequate 
eround; the enlargement of the idea xowwvia is pel” 7jpav 
(Baumgarten-Crusius, Diisterdieck, Braune), whereby, how- 

ever, John does not mean “ the apostles and other Christians” 
(de Wette), but himself, although including the other apostles, 
who have also seen and heard the Word of Life. This cowwvia 
is self-evidently the fellowship of spirit in faith and love, 
which was brought about by the apostolic preaching. — éyew 
is neither to be explained, with a Lapide, by: pergere et in 
ea (Kowvwvia) proficere et confirmari, nor, with Fritzsche, by: 
“to acquire ;” the word is rather to be retained in the signi- 
fication peculiar to it; the apostle simply indicates the having 
fellowship as the aim of the apostolic proclamation, quite 
apart from the question as to how the hearers of this are 
related to that.— «al 1 xowwvia o& 7) tueTépa K.7.r.] By 
7) Kowwvia 7 tpetépa most commentators understand “the 

fellowship which the apostles and the believing hearers of 
their proclamation have with one another,’ and, according as 
7 or éoté is supplied, have thus defined the thought of the 
verse, that the apostle states of this mutual fellowship that it 
either should be or is a fellowship with the Father and the 
Son. But as this view necessitates a scarcely justifiable 
enlargement of the idea xowwvia (1) Kowwvia 9 jweTépa 7 
for gor] Kowwvia peta T. TaTp. K.7T.r.),, the explanation of 
Baumgarten-Crusius, who resolves % Kowv. % jeTepa into rpels 

éyouev Kowawviay peta t. Tatp., deserves the preference (so 
also Ewald, Braune); taking this explanation, the cowevta 
meant here is not identical with that mentioned before, 

inasmuch as the distinction is marked both by the difference 
of the subject: duets and seis (which is contained in #erépa), 

1 This enlargement is involuntarily made by the commentators—although 
they do not mention it ; thus by Liicke, when he explains: ‘‘ that ye may have 
fellowship with us: but (not with us only, but—ye know) our fellowship 
with one another is also that with the Father and with the Son ;” similarly by 
Diisterdieck ; Ebrard also says: ‘‘ It is the purpose of John in his arayy:Ain, 
that his readers may enter into fellowship with the disciples, and that this 
fellowship may have its life-principle in the fellowship with the Father and with 
the Son.” 
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and that of the object: pe’ sav and peta tod matpos. 
According to this acceptation, the apostle here brings out that 
he (along with the rest of the apostles) has fellowship with 
the Father and with the Son, and, no doubt, in order to 

intimate by this that his readers, if they have fellowship with 
him, are thereby received with him into that fellowship. It 
is at all events incorrect, with Augustin, Luther, Calvin, 

arotius, Ebrard, ete, to supply 7 with this sentence. In 
opposition to it are—(1) the structure of the sentence, for if 
it were dependent on iva the verb could not be omitted ;' and 
(2) the thought, for as the apostles are already in fellowship 
with the Father and with the Son, it cannot be the aim of 

their dtrayyedia to elevate the fellowship which exists between 
them and those who accept their word into fellowship with 
the Father and with the Son. Therefore it is éoré that 
must be supplied, as Erasmus, a Lapide, Vatablus, Hornejus, 
de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Diisterdieck, Myrberg, Ewald 

Braune, etc., have rightly recognised. The conjunction «ai . . 
dé, which is pretty often found in the N. T., is used when the 
idea which is connected with a preceding one is at the same 
time to be contrasted with it; “the introduction of something 
new is thereby intimated” (Pape, see on cai... dé). Whether 
it be the connection or the contrast which is to be the more 
emphasized, this particle is never used to resume an idea with 
the view to a further expression of it. This usage therefore 
also proves that by 7 Kou. 1) *werépa it is not the previously 
mentioned cowavia ye? 7uadv, but another fellowship, namely, 

the fellowship of the 7eis, 7c. of John and the other apostles 
(not with one another, but) with the Father and with the Son, 
that is meant.” God is here called zrarnp in relation to tod 

1 The omission of ters very often occurs ; on the other hand, 7 is very seldom 
omitted in the N. T., only in 1 Cor, viii. 11 and 13 (still stronger is the ellipsis 

in Rom. iv. 16); thus even with Paul, who so frequently expresses only the 
outlines of the thought, the subjunctive of the substantive verb is almost never 
omitted ; how much less can it be held as omitted in a construction of periods 
otherwise quite conformable to rule, in the second part of the dependent clause ! 

2 For the usage of zai... 3, comp. Matt. xvi. 18; Mark iv. 36; Luke ii. 

35 ; Actsiii. 24, xxii. 29; Heb. ix. 21 ; and in Gospel of John vi. 51, viii. 16, 17, 
xv. 27. Liicke wrongly says that the particle is used for the more exact defini- 
tion, expansion, and strengthening of a preceding thought, and that there is 
contained in it an ‘‘at the same time” or ‘‘not only... but also.” It must 

also be held as erroneous when Diisterdieck says; “ John has just spoken of a 
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viod avtov. — The full description of Christ as tod viod avrod 
*Incod Xpicrod serves to bring out the identity of that which 
was from the beginning with Him who became man. 

Ver. 4. After stating the subject and aim of his apostolic 
proclamation, the apostle intimates specially the aim of this 
Epistle. xat tadta ypadowev vpiv] By Kat, ypadouer is 
made co-ordinate with amayyéAXopev, the particular with the 

general, not the composition of the Epistle with that of the 
Gospel (Ebrard). tadra refers neither merely to what pre- 
cedes (Russmeyer, Sander), nor merely to what immediately 
follows (Socin), but to the whole Epistle (Liicke, de Wette, 
Diisterdieck). With ypddoper tpiv, comp. ii. 1,12,v.13. The 
plural is used because John as an apostle writes in the con- 
sciousness that Ais written word is in full agreement with the , 
preaching of all the apostles; all the apostles, as it were, speak 
through him to the readers of the Epistle. — tva % yapa tpav 
7) TeTANPwLEVH| comp. With this John xv. 11, xvii. 13. The 
aim of the Epistle is the tAnpwacs of joy which it, as apostolic 
testimony to the salvation founded on the davépwars of the 
fon aiwvios (ver. 2), was to produce in its readers. De 
Wette groundlessly thinks that the effect, namely, the perfected 
Christian frame of mind, is here put for the cause, namely, 

Christian perfection. It is rather very especially the perfect 
yxapa (not merely “the joy of conflict and victory,’ Ebrard) 
that is the goal to which the apostle would lead his readers 
by this Epistle. With the reading yur it is the yapd of 
the apostles—first of all of John—that is the goal, and no 
doubt the joy which for them consists in this, that their word 
produces fruit in their hearers." Incorrectly Ebrard: “If 
npov is right, then the apostle resumes the mutual »petépa: 
that our (common) joy may be full;” for, on the one hand, 

‘fellowship with us ;” now he wants to expand ¢his idea further; therefore he 

continues : ‘and our fellowship ’—the new explanatory thought, however, forms 
a certain antithesis to what was previously said: but our fellowship is not so 
much the fellowship with us as rather that with the Father and with the Son.” 
— Apart from the fact that xai... 3 has not the force of such a restriction 
(not so much... as rather), who does not feel that, if John wanted to express 

this thought, he would have had to write not aysripa, but dusrépe, or rather: 

auth O& xcvwria ? 

1Theophyl. : jus yap tuiv xowwververwy rAsiorny Exousy Thy ape New, Ay Tis 

bspiorais 6 yaipwy oropss tv cH Tod micboy amonnYss Cpu Bevoes, yoaspivrwy Xai ToUTwY 
OTs THY Tovwy aYTwY ATOAaYOUTI, 
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nueTépa is not mutual (embracing the apostles and the readers), 
and, on the other, 70v would have to be referred to the 
nets that is contained in ypudopey, but not to the more 

remote /perépa. 
Ver. 5—chap. ii. 11. 
After the apostle has indicated the fulness of joy, which is in 

the fellowship with the Father and with the Son, as the aim of his 
Epistle, he brings out in what follows, from the point of view 
that God is das (ver. 5), in opposition to moral indifferentism, 
the condition under which alone that fellowship can exist. 

Ver. 5. This verse contains no inference from what precedes 
(kat is not=igitur, Beza), but the thought that lays the 
foundation for what follows. — €or airy 7 ayyeria] “and 
this is the message ;” €or is here put—contrary to its usual 
position, comp. ii. 25, iii. 11, 23, iv. 3, ete—before airy “in 

order to mark the reality of the message” (Braune) ; avrn here 
—as elsewhere also—refers to what follows: 67s 0 Oeos x.7.X., 

by which the subject-matter of the message is stated. Calvin 
incorrectly, following the reading évayyedia: promissio, quam 
vobis afferimus, hoc secum trahit, vel hane conditionem habet 

annexam.—The word ayyedda only here and i. 11 (where, 

however, it is also not unopposed); frequently in the LXX. 
2'Sam. iv.'4.; Prov: xii. 26, xxv. 26, xxvi. 16: Ise, xxyaang: 

Jer. xlviiii 34. The reading érayyedia is more difficult 
with the meaning “ promise ;” yet this may be justified in so 
far as every N. T. proclamation carries with it a promise.’ 
De Wette prefers this reading, but takes érayyedia, following 
the example of Oecumenius, a Lapide, Beza, Hornejus, etc.,— 

contrary to the constant wsus loguendi of the N. T.—in the 
signification: “announcement” (Lange: “ teaching”). — iv 
aknkoapev at avtov| “from Him, that is, Christ.” Instead 
of azo, it is more usual to have wapa, comp. John viii. 26, 40, 

xv. 15; Acts x. 22, xxviii. 22; 2 Tim. ii 2.— avros in 
the Epistle, not always (Paulus, Baumgarten-Crusius) indeed, 
but mostly, refers to God, while éxetvos refers always to Christ ; 
here it refers backwards to Tod viod avrod “I. Xp. in ver. 3 ; 
Diisterdieck : “From Him, Christ, the Son of God manifested 

1Spener: ‘‘Promise ; inasmuch as, in what follows, a promise is really 
involved. God is not only a light in Himself, but to believers He is also their 
light. And that is the promise.” 
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in the flesh (ver. 3), whom the apostle himself has heard 
(ver. 1 ff), has he received the message about the Father.” 
In favour of the correctness of this explanation is also the 

following: 6716 Oeds.' — Kal dvayyédropev bpiv] dvayyédrew 
is synonymous with azayyé\Xev, vv. 2 and 3, only that in 
ava the idea “again” is contained; Erasmus: quod filius 
annuntiavit a patre, hoc apostolus acceptum a filio renuneiat. 
This avayyéAXopev refers back with peculiar subtleness to the 
preceding ayyedda, and thus testifies to the correctness of that 

reading (Diisterdieck). The subject is, as in vv. 2 and 3, 
John and the rest of the apostles. To reduce their proclama- 
tion to the word which they heard from Christ Himself serves 
to confirm its truth; comp. the combination of dxovew and 
drayyédvew in ver. 3. Ebrard wrongly interprets this 
avayyé\Xopev also of the proclamation of John which occurred 
in his Gospel, to which this Epistle is related as the concen- 
trating development.’— 61s 6 Ocds das éoti] das is inappro- 
priately translated by Luther: “a light;” the article weakens 
the thought ; God is light, zc. God’s nature is light = absolute 
holiness and truth (comp. chap. iv. 8; Gospel of John iv. 24); 
for the signification of the symbolical expression “light,” 
compare especially Jas. i 13, 17.— As God is das in 
absolute sense, so also all light outside of Him is the radia- 
tion of His nature, as all love flows forth from Him whose 

1 The use of this pronoun even where the reference is obscure is caused by this, 
that John does not think of the Father without the Son, or the Son without the 
Father ; the thought therefore remains essentially the same, whether we refer it in 
the first instance to the Father or to the Son ; notwithstanding, however, the view 

of Socinus is unjustifiable, according to which, on account of the conjunctio inter 
Deum et Christum (which Socinus, moreover, holds not as a conjunctio essentiae, 

but only as a conjunctio voluntatis et rerum aliarum omnium), by zércd is here 
to be understood equally God and Christ. 

? Bengel : Quae in ore Christi fuit ayy:aiz, eam apostoli dvayyiraoves ; Nam 

éyy:riay ab ipso acceptam reddunt et propagant. 
3 According to Ewald, John is here quoting a definite utterance of Christ ; 

possibly, but not necessarily. 

4 The fulness of the references contained in these words, Lorinus states in the 

following manner: Deus lux est, quia clarissime se ipsum percipit, omniaque in 
se ipso, utpote prima et ipsissima veritas ; quia summe bonus, ac summa et 
ipsissima bonitas; fidelis absque ulla iniquitate, justus et rectus, quia fons 
omnis lucis in aliisi. e. veritatis atque virtutis, non solum illustrans mentem, 
docensque quid agendum sit, verum etiam operans in nobis, ut agamus et sic 
radiis suis liberans mentem ab ignorantiae tenebris, purgans a pyravitate 

voluntatem., 
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nature is a@ydrn; comp. chap. iv. 7 ff.— Kal oxoria év aizd 
ove éotiv ovdeuia] The thought contained in the foregoing 
is emphasized by the negation of its opposite, which is here 
expressed in the strongest manner by ov«... ovdeuia, in 
accordance with John’s diction (comp. chap. ii. 4, 18, etc.). — 
oxotia: antithesis of dds: sin and falsehood; the same 
antithesis is frequently in the N. T.; comp. Rom. xiii. 12; 
Eph. v. 8 ff; 1 Thess. v. 4, 5. In opposition to the general 

prevalent explanation given here, Weiss thus explains the 
sense of this verse: “God is light, ie. He has become visible, 
capable of being known, namely in Christ, who certainly 
proclaims this truth; there is no more any darkness in God 
at all, ze. no part of His nature remains any longer dark and 
unknown, He has (in Christ) become completely revealed.” 
This interpretation, to which Weiss is led by the erroneous 
supposition that the idea @és has in the N. T. no ethical 
reference,’ is refuted both by the form of expression, which 
exhibits das (just as aydzn, chap. iv. 8) as a description of 
the nature of God, and also by the train of thought, in so far 
as the truth expressed here forms the starting-point for all 
the following amplifications which bear on the cthical 
relationship of Christians. Besides, the apostle would have 
insufficiently expressed the thought, as he would have left out 
the essential €y Xpior@, which Weiss unjustifiably inserts. 
John rightly puts the truth that God is light, as the chief 

subject-matter of the ayyedda of Christ, at the top of his 
development ; for it forms the essential basis of Christianity 
both in its objective and in its subjective subsistence; in it 
there lies as well as judgment in regard to sin, so also salva- 
tion from sin by the incarnation and death of Christ, as well 
as necessity of repentance and faith, so also the moral exercise 
of the Christian life. 

Ver. 6. Inference from ver. 5. He alone has fellowship 

1 The assertion that gas refers only to knowledge and not to the ethical state, 
is somuch the more untenable, as Weiss himself describes this knowledge as 
‘the true knowledge of God, i.e, such that the entire spiritual life of man is 
absorbed in it, so that he is henceforth completely in God,” or ‘‘ in which the 
object of cognition is received into the whole spiritual life of man in such a way 
that it becomes a force, inspiring and determining, or ruling, the latter in its 
totality.” But even such a cognition must certainly be regarded as an ethical 
act, 
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with God, who does not walk in darkness. — éav eizr@per] 

The same form of speech (édv) is repeated from verse to verse 
(only with the exception of 11. 2) until chap. ii. 3; then 
appears the participle with the definite article: o Néya», ii. 4, 
vi. 9; 6 adyaray, ii. 10; 0 pucdy, ii. 11.— The use of the 
hypothetical particles, especially of éav, is also found very 
often in the Gospel." On the 1st person plural, Lorinus says : 
suam quoque in hac hypothesi personam conjugit, ut lenius ac 
faciius agat; better Liicke: “By the communicative and 
hypothetical form the language gains, on the one hand, in 
refining delicacy, and, on the other, in more general reference 
and force ;” unsatisfactorily Ebrard: “The 1st person plural 
serves only to express the general ‘ we.” — 6te xowvwviav 
éxouwev pet avTov] sce ver. 3. Fellowship with God forms 

the innermost essence of all true Christian life. — «ai év 7@ 
CKOTEL Tepimraraper| comp. Gospel of John viii. 12. & To 
oKoTe. TEpiTateiy is not merely “not to know whither we are 
going” (Luther), but to live in darkness, ze. in sin, as our 
element. According to Weiss, who denies to the oxéros, as 
well as to the contrasted gos, an ethical reference, it is = “to 

walk in the unenlightened state;” but is not this just the 
very state in which the life is ruled by sin ?— Bengel, for 
more particular definition, rightly adds: actione interna et 
externa, quoque nos vertimus; such a walking in darkness is 

all life whose principle is not the love of God.” — evdope8a 
Kal ov Trovwdpev THY adnOear] for, Tis Kowwvia peti Tpos 
oxotos; (2 Cor. vi. 14). evdoue8a expresses the moral 
objectionableness of such a contradiction between the deed 
and the word. — The negative clause is not a mere repetition 
of the same thought, but introduces along with it a new idea: 

1 tdy is used—as Winer says, p. 260, VII. p. 273—with the idea of an objec- 
tive possibility, i.e. when the particular event is to be represented simply as 
objectively possible, and the speaker does not want to express his subjective 
view of it (whether he considers it probable, desirable, etc.). A Tertium non 

datur (Ebrard) is not contained in it. 
* That in x:p:rar:iv there is a reference to the outward manner of life is self- 

evident, but that it only signifies this, as visible by the eyes of men, to the 
exclusion of the inner activity of life, is an unfounded assertion of Ebrard. 
The commentators rightly point out that this r:prerziy ty cxorss is different 
from ‘‘the failing and falling, through over-haste and weakness, in temptation 
and in conflict” (Gerlach) ; ‘‘it does not mean: still to have darkness in us” 
(Spencer). 
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arevdopeba refers to el’rwpev; ov Tovodmey T. ad. refers back 
to év tT. ox. mepiratadpev ; for rovely THv aX. is not merely = 
adnbevew (Eph. iv. 15), but signifies the practice of dr7daa 
in word and deed; comp. John iii. 21, where it is contrasted 
with daira mpdcceww, and is used expressly of épya. In the 
common interpretation, according to which it is = agere can- 
dide, sincere (Cyprian, Theodorus, Socinus, Grotius, ete.), Tv 
arnGecav does not receive its due force; by the article the 
idea is specified in its complete generality and objectivity : 
“the true,” i.e. that which corresponds to the nature and will 
of God (Briickner, Braune), although it must be admitted 
that the general idea is here used with special re‘erence to 
the desirable conformity between word and deed; emphasis is 
thereby given to the fact that in the case mentioned in éav 
«.7.r. the alleged cowwvia with God is practically denied. In 
de Wette’s explanation: “to do that which corresponds to the 
nature of Christian fellowship,” a meaning is given to the 
expression which is neither indicated in the word nor in the 
train of thought. 

Ver. 7. This verse does not merely repeat in its antithetical 
form the preceding thought, but contains also—as is peculiar 
to John’s lively fertility of ideas—an expansion of it. — éav 
5é €v TO hotl mepiTata@per] is contrasted not only with the 
preceding (éav) év TO oKoTer weprratapev, but also with éav 
elma@pev, OTL Kow. ex. wet avdTod (so also Ebrard), thus: “if 
we do not merely say that we have fellowship with God, and 
yet at the same time walk in darkness, but if we really walk 
év TO hati.” — év TS atl wepirareiv is not “to strive after 
likeness to God” (Liicke), but so to walk that the light (by 
which, however, we are not, with Weiss, to understand only 

knowledge) is the element in which our light moves; this, 
however, is a life which does not consist in striving after 
likeness to God, but which has this already as its own, or 

which is an éyew Kkowwriay pet’ adtod with Him who is light. 

This unity between walking in the light and fellowship with 

God is even more clearly brought out by the following words: 

&s adtés éotw év TS HwTi] ws, because it is the same element 
in which the true Christian walks and in which God “ lives 
and works” (Diisterdieck, Briickner), inasmuch as the Christian 
has become Oefas Kkowwvds picews (2 Pet. i. 4). — ards 
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refers back to avtod, ver. 6, and is put for @eds. The idea 
“that God is in the light” is the same as this “that God is 
light ;” that which is the nature of God is also the element 
of His life; the expression used here is occasioned by the 
preceding év T@ dwt wepiratety ; Ebrard incorrectly explains : 
“God has chosen for His habitation the spheres of the sinless, 
holy, and pure life of the angels and those made perfect ;” 
there is not the slightest hint at such a conception in the 
context. As Weiss denies to the expression ¢as an ethical 
reference, and explains év 76 dwt! mepyTateiv = “to walk in a 
state of right knowledge,” the clause @s atrds éotw év TA hoti 
necessarily causes him a difficulty, which he can only solve 
by the supposition “that an idea similar to that in 1 Tim. 
vi. 16 was before the apostle’s mind, and that he institutes a 
parallel between the walk of the Christian in the light of true 
knowledge, and the dwelling of God in the brightness of His 
glory,” in which it is plainly ignored that the second év 7a 
gwti must necessarily have the same meaning as the first 
€v T® hwti.— é€ore is contrasted with mepimatduev ; the 
former is peculiar to God, the latter to men; the former 
(being) to Him who is eternal, the latter (walking) to him 
who is temporal.— kowawviav éyouev pet add jor] Several 
commentators wrongly deviate from the statement of the 
apostle, by interpreting as if “ er’ adtod” were used instead 
of wer GAAHA@Y, as indeed the reading of some is (see the 
critical notes); or by understanding—quite unsuitably — 
adrjA@v of God and men; so Calvin: quod dicit, societatem 

esse nobis mutuam, non simpliciter ad homines refertur, sed 

Deum in una parte, nos autem in altera; the same inter- 

pretation in Augustin, Beza, Socinus, Hornejus, Lange, Spener, 
Russmeyer, Ewald, etc. De Wette, it is true, interprets 
a@ddAjdov correctly, but supplies “ wera Tod Ocod,” thus: “we 
have fellowship one with another, namely with God ;” against 
this explanation are: first, that then John would not have 
mentioned the very leading thought; and, secondly, that a 
tautological idea results from it (Liicke), for a wepumareiv év 
T® wrt is only possible through the cowwvia wera Tod Ocod, 
nay, even is the necessary proof of it. The subject here is 
much rather the fellowship of Christians with one another 
(Bede, Lyranus, Grotius, Wolf, Bengel, Semler, Liicke, Baum- 
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varten-Crusius, Neander, Sander, Diisterdieck, Ebrard, Braune, 

Briickner, ete.), and indeed quite generally, not, as Bengel 
considers, so that the apostle and his readers (nos et vos) 
would be regarded as the ¢wo parts bound together. The 
brotherly fellowship of Christians with one another év a@yamn 
presupposes therefore the walking in light, or in fellowship 
with God, of which it is the necessary consequence. — With 
such a walk a second element is, however, united, namely : 

kat 70 aiya “Incod tod viod adbtod Kabapifer ipas ard mdons 
dpaptias. — 70 aia ‘Inood] is not a metonymical expression 
for “the consideration of His death” (Socinus, Episcopius, 
Grotius, etc.),' but: the blood which Jesus (thus spoken of 
here as incarnate) shed as an offering at His death; or: the 
bloody sacrificial death of the Lord (Diisterdieck, Ebrard, 
Braune).” — Tod viod avtov] is “not merely added as a name of 
honour,” but also not “to indicate the close connection between 

the cause of God and Christ,” as Baumgarten-Crusius says, but 
in order to bring out the identity of the crucified One with 
the Son of God (so also the incarnation of the Son of God) ; 
compare chap. v. 6; at the same time, however, there lies in 
it an indication how the blood of Jesus can have the effect 
which the apostle attributes to it (so also Ebrard).— cadapifer 
nas ato waons duaptias] may mean either the cleansing 
from guilt, ze. the forgiveness of sins (Bede, Socinus, a Lapide, 
Calov, Lange, Baumgarten-Crusius, Erdmann, Weiss, etc.), or 

cleansing from sin itself, its eradication (Liicke, Frommann, 

Diisterdieck, Ebrard, Myrberg, Braune, Ewald, etc.), or, finally, 

both together (Spener, Hornejus, Bengel, de Wette, Briickner), 

According to ver. 9, where aguévas tas dpaptias and xada- 
pif amd maons aoixias are placed together and thus dis- 
tinguished from one another, the second view must be regarded 
as the correct one, as indecd the context also demands; for, 

1 That the operation of the blood of Jesus on us is to be regarded as con- 
ditioned by faith is evident ; but there is no justification in this for paraphras- 
ing 76 aiwa by ‘faith in the blood.” 

2 It is unjustifiable for Myrberg to say : quum hie sanguis nominatur, de toto 

opere Christi Mediatoris, immo de toto Christo Deum nobis et nos Deo recon- 
ciliante ac opus divinum in nobis operante cogitare debemus. 

* Against Erdmann’s assertion : ‘‘ Quum notio aizares J. Christi in s. scriptis 
s‘eque ac mors ejus semper vim expiandi habeat atque idem quod jAacpuos signi- 
ficet (ii. 2), etiam h. L expiatio ab apostolo designatur, qua sola fieri potest, ut 
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as the fact that even the believer has still continually sin is 
in opposition to the exhortation to wepurateiv ev TO hori, the 
apostle had to point out that sin is ever disappearing more 
and more, and how, so that the walk which is troubled by it 
may still be considered as a walk in light, and that in spite 
of sin there may exist a fellowship with God, who is light. 
As tepitately ev TO hwti is given as the condition (not as 
the means, which the blood of Christ is) of ca@apifeo@ax, and 

as the subject here therefore is not the change, wrought by 
the blood of Christ, of man from a child of darkness into a 

child of light, but the growing transformation of him who has 

already become a child of light, the present xa@apifer is not 
to be turned into the preterite, but is to be retained as the 
present ; Spener: “He purifies us ever more and more until 
the final perfect purity.” Comp. Gospel of John xv. 2.'— 
amo Taons apaptias, “ from every sin ;” sins are regarded as 
the single dark spots which still continually trouble the 
Christian’s walk in light. The «aé which connects the two 
parts of the subordinate clause is explained by Oecumenius, 
Theophylact, Beza, Lange, Semler, etc. = nam. Sander recog- 

nises the grammatical incorrectness of this interpretation, but 
is of opinion that the second clause is to be taken as causal, 
as the basis and condition of the first; but even this is arbi- 

peccata nobis condonentur,” it is to be observed that in scripture the vis 
expiandi only is by no means ascribed to the blood of Christ; comp. 1 Pet. i. 18. 

In opposition to the assertion of Weiss, that ‘‘we cannot imagine how the blood 
of Christ should effect a deliverance from sin,” it may be stated that a forgive- 
ness of sin which produces no deliverance from sin, is no true forgiveness ; 
comp. Tit. ii. 14. Forgiveness is here to be associated with the thought only 
in so far as it is the necessary presupposition of that deliverance. 

1 Tn what this purifying efficacy of the «iva Inco is founded, John does not 
here say ; but from the fact that in ver. 9 the aQuives cas auaprias is put before 

the xa@xpiZev, and Christ in chap. ii. 2 is described as /Awcuss, it follows, that 

according to John the purifying power is associated with the blood of Christ in 
so far as it is the blood of atonement. Ebrard improperly separates the two 
elements from one another, ascribing to the death of Christ ‘‘ the power of puri- 
fying our hearts from sin, because in Christ’s death sin is condemned ;” and, on 

the other hand, ‘‘the power of making atonement and obtaining forgiveness, 
because in Christ’s death the debt was paid and mercy procured.’”’— When 
Frommann says: ‘‘ The power that purifies from sin does not exactly lie in the 
blood of Christ itself, but in the love of God, of which Christ in His bloody 
death is the most speaking token, and of the existence of which He supplies the 
most unquestionable evidence,” this is clearly an inadmissible twisting of the 
apostle’s words. 

MEYER.—1 JouNn. Bh) 
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trary. According to de Wette, “ «ai connects directly with 
the idea of fellowship the progressive and highest perfection 
of it;” but this view is founded on the incorrect assumption 
that the subject of the first clause is fellowship with God. 
Ebrard thinks that John in these two clauses together 
expresses the idea of xowwvia with God, while he “analyzes 
it forthwith into its two elements: the fellowship of believers 
with one another, and the fellowship and participation in the 
divine vital power;” but it is in the first place incorrect to 
describe the xowwvia pet addAwY as an element of the 
Kowevia peTa Tod cod, and in the second place the purifying 
efficacy of the blood of Jesus can much less be regarded as 
an element of it; besides, Ebrard has clearly been induced to 
add the word “ participation,” through the perception that the 
idea of fellowship is quite unsuitable to the second clause. 
While the cowwvia peta Tod Ocod is manifestly presupposed 
before the wepuratety ev TH hori, these two clauses express 
rather the “double fruit of our walk in light, of our 
living fellowship with God, who is light” (Diisterdieck) ; 
but when John puts cowwvia per’ addpror first, he thereby 
indicates that it is the sphere within which the purifying 
power of the blood of Christ operates on each individual 
(Briickner, Braune). Besides, it may be observed that the 
second clause is intended to point out the progressive growth 
of Christian life, and cannot therefore suitably precede the 

first clause. 
Ver. 8. Purification from sin presupposes the existence of 

sin even in believers; the denial of this is self-deception. — 
éav elr@pev] as in ver. 6; thereby is meant not merely “the 
speech of the heart” (Spener), but the actual expression and 

assertion. —67v duaptiay ox éxouev] The view of Grotius,’ 
that this refers to sinning before conversion, and that apapria 

therefore means the guilt of sin, is rightly rejected by Liicke, 

Sander, etc. — The question, especially of earlier commentators, 

whether daptia is here original sin (or sinfulness, as Weiss 

still thinks) or actual sin (pece. actuale), desire (concupi- 

scentia) or deed, is solved by the fact that the idea is con- 

sidered quite generally by the apostle (so also Braune)—only, 

1 Habere peccatum, non est: nunc in peccato esse, sed ob peccatum reum 

posse fieri. 
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of course, with the exception of the sin spoken of in chap. 
v. 16. The 1st person plural éyouev is to be noticed in so 
far as the having sin is thereby represented as something 
that is true of ali Christians. The expression dwaptiay éyew 
describes in a quite general way the taint of sin; only of 
the absolutely pure, in whom no trace of sin exists, is it 
true that he duapriav ov« éyer; the relation of this duaptiav 
éyew to mepurateiy év TH oKoTe (ver. 6), in which the will 
of man serves sin (or in which sin is the dominating prin- 
ciple of life), is therefore not that of contrast (say in this 
way, that dwaptiay éyew is a being tainted with sin, where 
no act of will takes place),' but is to be defined thus, that 
the latter (wepurateiy év TS cKOTEL) is a particular species of 
apaptiav éyew., Even though as Christians, who are born 
of God, we have no longer sin in the sense that wep. év 
T® oxoTer is true of us, nevertheless we do not yet cease to 
have sin; if we deny this, if we maintain that we have no 
sin at all, then what John says in the following words is 
the case with us. éavTods mAavapev| not = “we are mis- 
taken,” which aAavepe0a would mean;” but, as Sander 
explains: “we mislead ourselves, take ourselves astray from 
salvation (or better: from truth) ;” by that assertion, which 
is a lie (not an wnconscious mistake), the Christian (for the \ 
apostle is not here speaking of non-Christians) deceives him- 
self about the truth, for which he leaves no room in himself. 

Braune rightly observes that éavtov mAavay emphasizes the 
self-activity, which the middle with its passive form leaves in 
the background. — cal % dAjOea év iuiv odK Eotwv] is not 
a mere repetition of éavtols wAavaper, but adds to this 
another new element.—.) aAjQeca, as in ver. 6, is neither 

= studium veri (Grotius), nor = castior cognitio (Semler), nor 

1 Even Ebrard does not correctly state the relation of the two expressions 
to one another, when he says that ‘‘in ?ysv éeepriav man is not in émapria, 
but évepriz is in man,” for plainly he also who is in ézepr/a has this in 

himself. 
2 When Ebrard, in opposition to this, remarks that it cannot be asserted 

“that the middle rawvaedes means ‘to be mistaken,’ and rAavav tavrdv, OD 

the other hand, ‘to mislead oneself,’ ” this is not at all to the point, since it is 
not said that raavaeéas has always the meaning ‘‘to be mistaken,” but that the 
German ‘‘sich irren” [Engl. ‘‘to be mistaken ”] is expressed in Greek not by 

waavay tavroy, but by raavacbas, 
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even = uprightness, or truthfulness (Liicke in his 2d ed.), 
or, as de Wette explains: “the veracity of self-knowledge 
and self-examination ;”* but truth in its objective character 
(Liicke in his 1st ed, Baumgarten-Crusius, Diisterdieck, 
Briickner, Braune). Baumgarten - Crusius rightly says: 
“ ad7Geva does not need to be taken in subjective sense, the 
subjective lies in ov« éotw év nyiv.” The expressions used 
here: éavt. TAava@pev and 7 ad. ovK EoTw ev nly, are not 
milder (Sander) than the corresponding expressions in ver. 6: 
aevdoueba and od ovodpev tiv adOevav, but stronger 
(Ebrard), since in éavr. wd, the self-injury, and in 7) ar7é. 
ovK tat év ty the negation of possession of the truth, are 
more sharply marked. 

Ver. 9. Not a mere antithesis of the previous verse, but 
an expansion of the thought; “there follows as conclusion 
not merely this, that we are then true, but the incomparably 
greater and surprisingly glorious thought that God then proves 
Himself actually towards us as the True, as the micros Kai 
Sicavos” (Ebrard).— édv opuoroy@pmev Tas dpwaptias pov] 
omoroyety does not mean to recognise (Socinus: confiteri signi- 
ficat interiorem ac profundam suorum peccatorum agnitionem),” 
but to confess; of course it is manifest that the confession is 
not here spoken of as a purely outward act; still, at the same 
time, it is not sufficient to regard it merely as “an inward 
fact, which is founded on the whole internal tendency of the 
mind” (Neander); it is rather the real (even if not always 
vocal) expression of sins recognised within and confessed to 
oneself ; here also it is the word in which the inner life has to 

operate.’ — What are to be confessed are ai duapriat ypor, 

1 Ewald’s explanation is also unsatisfactory : ‘‘truth about this relation of 
things, and therefore easily about every other also.”’ 

2 Similarly Baumgarten-Crusius says: ‘‘¢uoacysiv is not exactly to confess, 
but to recognise, perceive, become conscious of, as opposed to the sixsiv wn txsiy 
éuapriav;” but it is just to siasiv that éuoroysiv is exactly opposed only when 
it is taken in its natural signification. 

3 It is quite clear that confession to God is meant ; when, however, Braune 

adds: ‘‘and indeed a confession so fervent and deep that it becomes public 
and regulated by the church,” he introduces an element which nothing here 
suggests. In genuine Catholic fashion a Lapide says : Quam confessionem exigit 
Johannes? Haeretici solam generalem quae fit Deo admittunt ; Catholici etiam 
specialem requirunt. Respondeo: Johannem utramque exigere, generalem pro 

peccatis levibus, specialem pro gravibus, 
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ae. the sins of Christians, which are the particular mani- 
festations of awaptiav éyew (so also Braune); therefore the 
plural.’ — Ebrard rightly calls attention to the fact that John 
here mentions, as the subject of the confession, not the 

abstract dwaptiay éyew, but tas dwaprias, ic. the definite, 
concrete, single sins committed ; “the mere confession in the 
abstract that we have sin would not have truth without the 
acknowledgment of the concrete particular sins, but would 
shrivel up into a mere phrase.” — motos éote kal Sdixatos] 
It is true God is both in Himself, He does not become so 

only when we confess our sins; but this confession is the 
condition on which He actually proves Himself to us as 
miatos Kal dixatos.” These two epithets are indeed not of 
the same signification, but still, as their combination proves, 
of cognate meaning. God is called zuoros, inasmuch as He, 
as the promise- maker, also fulfils what He has promised, 

Heb. x. 23: motos 6 érayyerndpevos; Heb. xi. 11; espe- 
cially as He accomplishes in believers the promise of blessing, 
which lies for them in the fact of their call, by conducting 
them through manifestation of His grace to the goal of their 
calling (according to Ewald, “inasmuch as He keeps His 
promise already repeatedly given in the O. T.”), 1 Cor.i. 9: 
qmiaTos 0 eos, Sv ob ExANOnTE Eis KOLWwWYiaV TOD ViOD avTOD; 
oe) 2aCor. ie kS=2i< bo Thesss v.02: mores On eaNor 
ipas, os Kal woujoer; 2 Thess. iii. 3. miotos has this mean- 
ing here also, as results from the following va «.7.X. Ebrard 
incorrectly calls the reference of the faithfulness of God here 
to His promises and prophecies an introduction of foreign 
ideas, and says “the subject here is faithfulness to the nature 
of truth and light, akin to His own nature, and which pre- 
vails in us, inasmuch as we confess our sins.’ — God is 

described as dékavos in the N. T., inasmuch as He, for the 

realization of His kingdom of grace, gives to every one— 
without wpoowmorAnyia—what is due to him, according to 

1 Even here Socinus, Grotius (Si fatemur nos in gravibus peccatis vixisse 
ante notitiam evangelii), and others understand éuaprias of sins before con- 

version. 

? Semler’s interpretation is not satisfactory : ‘‘logice intelligendum est ; nec 
enim in Deo jam demum oritur nova ratio tanti praedicati, sed in his christianis 
succrescit nova cognitio tantae rei.” The subject is not our perception, but 

the actual manifestation of God. 
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the righteous judgment of God, in proportion to the position 
which he occupies toward God (or toward the kingdom of 
God), God being in this regarded as the Judge; the idea of 
the righteousness of God and that of His judicial activity 
are very closely connected; God is 6 diKkavos xpitys, 2 Tim. 
iv. 8; He judges ev duxacocvyyn, Acts xvii. 31 (Rev. xix. 11), 
or Svxaiws, 1 Pet. ii. 23; His xplow is a xplows duxaia, 

2 Thess. i. 5. The relation of the dvcarocdvn of God to His 
judicial activity is found throughout in the N. T., even 
where the former is the subject without the latter being 
expressly mentioned with it. As the manifestation of the 
duxaia xpiows of God consists in the righteous distribution of 
punishment and of blessing, it follows that Smavocvvn is 
referred to not only where both of these are mentioned 
together (as in 2 Thess. i. 5 seq.), but also where only one of 
the two is spoken of. God punishes as the dvcatos, but He 
blesses also as the décavos, no doubt in view of the realiza- 

tion of His kingdom, which depends upon the good obtaining 
the complete victory over the evil. Towards him who walks 
év T® oxorel, God shows Himself déearos in that He x«ara- 
Kpivee him; towards him who walks év 76 dari, by ever 
more and more removing from him everything that hinders 
his perfect xowwvia peta tod Ocod (namely, both his con- 
sciousness of guilt, and the aéccia which still clings to him), 
and by finally permitting him to inherit the perfect happiness 
which is prepared for those who love God (comp. 2 Tim. 
iv. 8). Here God is called S/kavos, inasmuch as His 
purpose is directed to allotting to those who, walking in 
light, confess their sins, that which is suitable for them, 
namely, the blessing mentioned in the following ta «7.2. 
The meaning of décavos is rightly stated by Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Diisterdieck, Briickner, and Braune;' on the other hand, 

it is incorrect to refer ditavos here to the punitive activity 
(Drusius: justus, quia vere punivit peccata nostra in filio 
suo), but also to explain it = bonis, lenis, aequus (Grotius, 

Lange, Carpzov, etc.), for Sikavos never has this meaning in 

' Ewald’s explanation is unsatisfactory, according to which God is here called 
just because He ‘‘ knows well and considers that He alone is the Creator, 
whilst we are His creation exposed to error and sin, and acts according to this 
just consideration.” 
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the N. T.; it is here of cognate meaning with mucrds because 
the allotment of blessing bestowed in accordance with the 
dcxacoovvn of God has been promised by Him, and is accom- 
plished according to His promise; yet it must not therefore 
be regarded as synonymous with it (Hornejus: = in promissis 
servandis integer). Following Rom. iii. 26, some commen- 
tators have here interpreted it = d:cardv; but this is so much 
the more unjustifiable, as that very passage by the juxta- 
position of the two ideas proves their different meaning? 
According to the Roman Catholic view, words refers to the 
peccata mortalia, Siavos to the peccata venialia.?— twa adj 
npiv tas duaptias| iva, not = “so that” (Castellio : ita justus, 
ut condonet), has here (as in other passages of the N. T.) not 
retained strictly its idea of purpose (hence not: “in order 
that”), but it states what is the aim of the divine faithful- 
ness and justice to attain which these qualities operate on 
men; Luther therefore translates correctly: “that.” De 
Wette’s explanation, with which Braune acrees: “in the 
divine faithfulness lies the law or the will of forgiving sins,” 
is unsatisfactory, inasmuch as advévae x.7.. is not merely the 
will, but the operation of the divine faithfulness and justice. 
— tds duaptias refers back to ouodoyapev tas dpaptias, 

1 In the passage Rom. iii. 8-5, riers and dixesocdvn are also used as cognate 
ideas, but even here in such a way that d:xzscvvm has not lost its reference to 
the judicial activity of God; Meyer on this passage explains dicesocdvn, on 
account of the contrast with 2dixia, generally by ‘‘justice ;’’ but the former 
reference appears both in wm ddixos 6 Ozds 6 tmidtpwy civ spyzy, and also in ver. 6 
Tas xpiyel o Ozds roy xorpov. 

? Not less inexact is it for Ebrard to say: ‘‘ God manifests Himself towards 
as as the d/xess, inasmuch as He is not only just, but also makes just,” since 
dixesody does not mean ‘‘to make just.” His assertion is also inappropriate, that 
here and in Rom. i. 17-iii. 26, ‘‘the justice of God appears as the source in 
Him from which His saving, sin-forgiving, and sin-overcoming action flows.” 
This source is rather God’s éyérn manifesting itself as x¢ps towards the guilt 
of men; there is a reference to that in chap, iii. 24 of the passage in Romans, 
but here the sowrce of the salvation is not mentioned. — The interpretation of 
Calov : ‘‘justa est haec peccatorum remissio et ex justitia debita, sed Christo 
non nobis,” and that of Sander: ‘‘the Lord is just, inasmuch as He remits the 
sin of the sinner who appeals to the ransom paid in the blood of Christ, because 
it would be unjust to demand the payment twice,” introduce references into 
this passage which are foreign to it. 

3 Suarez: Fidelis est Deus, cum condonat poenitentibus peceata mortalia ; 
Justus, cum justis condonat venialia, quia, sc. justi per opera (!) poenitentiae, 

charitatis, etc., merentur de condigno hance condonationem, 
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thus: “the sins confessed by us.” The remission, i.e. the 
forgiveness, of sins is therefore, by virtue of the faithfulness 

of God, the first result of the confession; the second John 

describes by the words: xal xa@apicn’ sas amd Taons 
adixias. Here the first thought is not repeated epexegeti- 
cally (Semler), or only in figurative manner (Lange); but the 
words express the same thing as the corresponding words of 
the 7th verse, with which the 8th and 9th verses are in 

closest connection (Diisterdieck, Braune ; Briickner does not 
explain himself definitely) ; xa@apifeww has here the same 

meaning as there, and déucia (not = poena peccati, Socinus) 
is synonymous with dwaptia; they are two different names 
for the same thing; comp. chap. v. 17.2. The order in which 
the two clauses that express the redemptive operations of 
God are connected together (Myrberg: ordo verborum ponit 
remissionem ante abrogationem), pomts to the fact that puri- 
fication takes place by means of forgiveness. — The context 
is quite decisive in favour of regarding as the subject of 
muioT0s é€oTt K.T.A. Not Xpioros, but (with Liicke, de Wette, 
Diisterdieck, Braune, etc.) 6 ees; for even though in ver. 7 
the xa@apifew is described as the operation of the aiva 
"Inood Xpicrod, and in chap. ii. 2, I. Xp. is the subject, 
yet in this section 6 Oeds is the principal subject; ver. 5, 
6 @Oeos; ver. 6, avtTos, even in ver. 7, Tov viod avTod; the 
blood of Christ, therefore, is regarded as the means by which 
God produces purification from sins. To hold, with Sander, 
that God and Christ together form the subject,’ is quite as 

The Rec. x«éapices corresponds to the passage Luke xxii. 30, where, accord- 
ing to the best attested Rec., #va is followed both by the subjunctive first, and 
then by the indicative ; but not to the passage John vi. 40, cited by Ebrard, 
where the indicative is not regarded as dependent on iva. On ive with the 
indicative, comp. A. Buttmann’s Gramm, p. 202. Winer, p. 258 ff, VII. 

p. 271 ff. 
2 While Weiss also interprets both expressions of the forgiveness of sins, 

he tries to repel the reproach of tautology by saying: ‘‘If sin committed is 
regarded as a stain, it is quite correct that God forgives us the sin, and thus 
purifies us from all unrighteousness, since by the very fact that God forgives 
it, sin has ceased to exist before Him, and at the same time also to stain us ;” 

true though this may be, however, it cannot serve to refute that objection, for 
as xaepi%sv in this sense is not the result of é&@.éves, but the former consists in 

the latter, both clauses express only one and the same thought. 
3In favour of conjoining Christ as the subject, Sander adduces the fact that 

just in the following chapter Christ is called 3ixass ; but in this he overlooks 
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inappropriate here as in ver. 5 to understand by avrod both 
together. Though, with John, God and Jesus Christ approach 
very close to a unity, yet they are always distinguished by 
him, and never represented as one subject. 

Ver. 10. Not a repetition, but “a strengthening of ver. 8” 
(Baumgarten-Crusius). As ver. 8 is connected with the end 
of ver. 7, so is this verse with ver. 9.— éav elmwpev] as in 
ver. 8.— 6t ovy juaptyKapev] is substantially synonymous 
with 67 duapt. od« éyouer, only distinguished from it in this 
way that the former describes an activity, the latter a state 
(so also Braune); the expression used here is called forth by 
the plural tas duaprias and the idea 1 dadicia (ver. 9), by 
which the sinful character is more definitely specified as an 
activity than by duapria in ver. 7. The perfect does not 
prove that paprjxayev is meant of sins before conversion 
(Socinus, Russmeyer, Paulus, ete.) ; the subject here, as in all 
the verses before, is the sinning of Christians; for to deny 
former sin could not occur to a Christian. The perfect is 
explained both by John’s usus loquendi, according to which 
an action lasting up to the present is often represented. in 
this tense, and also by the fact that the confession every time 
refers to sins previously committed. — wevotnv movodpev 
avTov] corresponds to éavtods tAavapev; it brings out that 
the Christian by the denial of his sin accuses God (adro», 
i.e. Tov Oeov) of lying. In qovety there lies, as Diisterdieck 
remarks, a certain reproachful bitterness; comp. John v. 18, 
viii. 53, x. 33, xix. 7, 12. This thought presupposes the 
declaration of God that even the Christian sins, which ver. 9 

motos éoTt «.7.r. also suggests; for if God has promised 

altogether the different meanings which the word has in the two passages ; for 
in the verse before us dixais is used of a relation to men, but in chap. ii. 1 
of the relation of Christ to the divine will ; and when Sander further says that 
in Heb. ix. 14 it is precisely stated of Christ that He purges the consciences, 
this is incorrect, since +d aiua rod Xpiorod is the subject there just as here in 
ver. 7 ; and there even more expressly than here God is specified as the author 
of the purification, for the «iza +. Xp. purges, because it is offered as a sacrifice 
7@ @@. Moreover, it is not meant by this that forgiveness and cleansing could 
not be ascribed to Christ quite as much as to God, only it does not follow from 
this that o Xprds is the subject here. 

1 Therefore it is also not correct to refer *yasriz. to present and past, as 
Hornejus explains: si dixerimus nos non tantum peccatum nune non habere, 
sed nec peccatores unquam fuisse. 
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Christians forgiveness of their sins on condition of their 
confessing them, the above declaration is thereby made on 
God’s side. — Kati 6 Aoyos avTod (ie. ToD Ocod) odK Ear &v 
juiv] 6 Adyos, corresponding to the thought 7 adnOea in 
ver. 8, refers directly to the preceding wedornv «.7.r.  Liicke 
explains it correctly: “the revelation of God, especially the 
gospel of Jesus Christ” (so also Briickner, Diisterdieck, 
Braune); to understand by it (with Oecumenius, Grotius, 
de Wette, etc.) especially the O. T., is forbidden by the train 
of thought, for the subject here is not the sinfulness of man in 
general, but the duapravew of Christians. Ebrard interprets 
6 Noyos 7. ©. as the “self-proclamation of the nature of God, 
which has taken place both in the verbal revelations of the 
O. and N. T. and in the revelations of deeds,” so that even 

the Aeyos of Gospel of John i. 1 is to be regarded as included; 
but from the fact that the elements mentioned here are very 
closely connected, it does not follow that that idea has here, 
or anywhere else, this extensive signification. The words ov« 
éoTw é€y iy are erroneously explained by Baumgarten- 
Crusius: “we have given it up, or also: we are not qualified 
or fit for it;” it means rather: “it is not vividly imprinted 
in our hearts” (Spener); it has remained external to us, 
inwardly unknown. 

1This has been more or less overlooked by the commentators (even by 
Diisterdieck and Ebrard), although it is also important for the understanding of 
chap. ii. 1, 2. But John may with justice assume that the word of God 
denies the absolute sinlessness of Christians, since—apart from the fact that 
even the O. T. does not depict the d/xai0 as perfectly holy—in every evangelical 
announcement the rzpéxAnoss is an essential element for believers, which pre- 

supposes their having and doing sin. 
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CHMAPLER, IL 

Ver. 2. Lachm., according to A B, Vulg., has put éor before 
inaouos. Instead of wévov, B has wovay, which, no doubt, is only 
to be regarded as a mistake. — Ver. 3. The original reading of 
Nis QuAdEwuev, instead of rypauev; but it was afterwards corrected. 
— Ver. 4. A Bx, al., Clem. Thph. etc. (Lachm. min. Tisch. 7) 
read 67 after Aéyay; it is wanting in C G K, al. (Tisch. 2); 
Lachm. maj. has és: in brackets. It is possible that 6-1 was in 
later times omitted as an interruption. s’ has with 4 dAjdew 
the addition: rot @zod.— Ver. 6. odrwe before srepiraursiv (Rec. 
following C K 8, al. pl., Copt. ete., Thph. etc., Tisch.) 1s un- 
certain; A B, al., Vulg. (Lachm.) omit it; perhaps it was 
inserted to emphasize more strongly xaéws, etc. — Ver. 7. 
ayarnroi] accepted by Griesb. on overwhelming authority 
instead of the Rec. ddzrgos (G K, etc.).— The addition az’ 
apy after jxoioure (Rec. after G K, etc.), already regarded as 
doubtful by Griesb., is with justice deleted by Lachm. and 
Tisch. (after A B C8, al.); it was added from the preceding ; 
Reiche, it is true, thinks otherwise. — Ver. 8. 2v ju] Rec. The 
reading 2 74%, recommended by Griesb., has in A too feeble 
evidence. — Ver. 10. Instead of év airg odx gor (Rec. after B 
G K, al., Tisch.), A C8, al., have odx gorw 2 aire (Lachm.). — 
Ver. 13. Instead of the Rec. ypdou ivi radia (K, al.), we must 
read, in accordance with A B C G8, many min. vss. and 
Fathers: éypaa iuiv sasd/a (Lachm. Tisch. ; also recommended 
by Griesb.); see, further, on this passage. Instead of riv rovnpéy, 
® erroneously reads rd sovgpév.— Ver. 14. Instead of réy az’ 
apyic, B reads +b am adpyis, plainly following chap. i. 1; this, 
however, is not accepted by Buttm.; in B the addition rod od 
is wanting after 6 Adéyos. — Ver. 15. Instead of rod rarpés (Ree. 
after BG K 8, al., Vulg. Syr. utr. etc., Oec. Thph. etc.), A C, al. 
read @<od; which reading is the correct one cannot be decided, as 
an intentional change of the one to the other cannot be proved. 
Ebrard considers @<oi as original, but without adequate grounds. 
Lachm. and Tisch. have retained the Rec. — Ver. 17. Although 
Griesb. approves of the omission of airod after zrduuia (follow- 
ing A), it must nevertheless be considered genuine. The 
difficulty of it easily explains why it would be left out. In 
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some of the Latin Fathers there is found at the close of the 
verse the addition: quo modo et Deus manet in aeternum, which 
Bengel, without reason, is disposed to regard as genuine. — 
Ver. 18. The article before dyr/ypioros is at least doubtful; 
Lachm. and Tisch. have omitted it; it is wanting in B C x*. — 
Ver. 19. Instead of 2£%Adov the more unusual form 2£%2day is 
probably, with Lachm. and Tisch. (after A B C), to be regarded 
as genuine. &, however, has 2£%éov.— The generally prevailing 
reading: dar ox jouv 2 quay, has been changed by Buttm. into 
GAN odin & qudv jouv, according to his own statement, following 
B; Tisch. has not noticed this reading. In the following clause 
Tisch. reads: «i yap 2& nut jouv, after BC, al.; Lachm., on the 
other hand, has retained the fec.: «i yap jouv 2 quay, after A 
G Kx, al. pl., Vulg. etc. It is remarkable that even Buttm. 
—against the evidence of B—has the Rec. It cannot be de- 
cided which reading is the correct one.— Ver. 20. Buttm. omits 
zai before ofdare, according to B; the sdyrec, instead of révra 
presented (according to the statement of Tisch. maj.) by B, has 
not, however, been accepted by Buttm. — Ver. 23. The words 
6 6morcyav... ever are wanting (after G K, etc., Oec.) in the Ree. 
Calvin, Milius, Wolf, etc., do not consider them genuine; but they 
are sufliciently attested by A B C 8, etc. etc., and with justice 
admitted into the text by Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. and Tisch. — 
Ver. 24. The Rec. ody after due% is with justice deleted by 
Lachm. and Tisch., following A B CX, al., Vulg. ete. — 2 ra 
carpi] Rec. after A C G K, al., Syr. utr. Sahid. al., Thph. Oec. 
(Tisch.). Lachm. has omitted & (after B, Vulg. etc). The 
omission of the preposition is perhaps explained by the fact 
that it appeared superfluous. & reads ¢v r@ rurpi nal gy rO viw. 
— Instead of jxovours, 8 has both times the unusual reading 
axnnoare. — Ver. 25. Instead of 44%, Lachm. in his small ed., 
following B, has accepted iz% (Buttm.); in the larger ed., 
however, 4% is rightly found, which is defended by almost all 
the authorities. — Ver. 27. On the form ¢AdBure, received by 
Tisch. 7, following B*, comp. Ph. Buttmann’s compl. Gram. 
§ 96, note 9, and Winer, p. 68, VII. p. 71.— Instead of & tur 
wéver is to be read, with Lachm. and Tisch., which Griesb. 
previously recommended: yévs 2 tuiv (after A B C 8, several 
vss. etc.). Buttm., following B, has accepted, instead of 12’ 
we, the reading 44%¢, which probably arose through a correction. 
Instead of the Rec. rd aird xpioun (A BGK, etc., Thph. Oee. 
Hier.), retained by Lachm., with the approval of Bengel, 
Liicke, Briickner, ri airod xpiou« has been accepted by Tisch., 
following C, 4, 5, 7, al., which is approved of by Reiche and 
Braune ; 8 has also airod, but instead of sypioua, “avetua;” see 
the comm. — Instead of dddoxe: b4%¢, Lachm. in his large ed. 
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reads 6:6. 44%; probably a misprint, as it is not noticed either 
by him or Tisch. as a special reading. — jevize] Rec. after G K, 
al. (Tisch.); Lachm. has received instead of it the reading 
wévere, recommended by Griesb., following A B CR, al. The 
overwhelming evidence of the authorities is in favour of this 
reading, which probably was changed at a later date in 
accordance with ver. 24; Reiche, however, has decided in 
favour of the Ree. ; Diisterd. Ewald, Braune, and now Briickner 
also, justly prefer wévers.— Ver. 28. The words at the beginning: 
noi viv... év adrw, are wanting in \.— Instead of iva érav (Ree. 
after G K, al., Thph. Oec. Tisch.) we must read, with Lachm., 
following A B Cx, al., Copt. Sahid.: va é. Instead of tywpen 
(Rec. after A G K, etc., Oec.), Lachm. and Tisch., following B 
C, al., Thph., read oydauwev. * has oyduev; 8' has tywuev. The 
words dé’ airod are read by & not before, but after rapoucig 
airod. — Ver. 29. The Ree. ér: r&¢ (Lachm. Tisch. 2) is found in 
B G K, several min. vss. and Fathers; A C8, al., Vulg. read 
ér1 xai wag (Tisch. 7); if xa, on which Tisch. (ed. maj.) observes: 
cujus addendi nulla causa erat; ex Johannis vero usu est, be 
genuine, it serves “to bring out the agreement of the conclusion 
with the premiss ” (Ebrard). 

Vv. 1 and 2 are most closely connected with what 
immediately precedes, and further determine and conclude it. 

Ver. 1. The apostle had considered, in chap. i. 7, the blood 
of Christ, in i. 9 the faithfulness and justice of God—and 
both in reference to the forgiveness and purification of 
believers ; now he comfortingly points to Christ as the Para- 
clete, whereby the previous thought now obtains its necessary 
complement. First, however, he mentions the object of his 
previous statement.— Texvia pov] Similarly chap. iii. 18; 
without pov, i. 12, 28, i. 7. John chooses this form of 

address: tum propter aetatem suam, tum propter paternam 

curam et affectum (Hornejus). In regard to the verbal form, 
Lorinus rightly says: diminutiva nomina teneri ac blandientis 
sunt amoris signa. The Apostle Paul, in Gal. iv. 19, uses the 
same form of address, with special reference to the spiritual 
fatherhood in which he stood toward his readers. — Tatra 
ypadw vuiv|] tadra is referred by Bengel to what follows, by 
Grotius to what follows and what precedes, by most com- 
mentators (Liicke, Baumgarten -Crusius, de Wette, Sander, 
Diisterdieck, Braune), correctly, to the latter only; it refers, 

however, not merely to the truth expressed in ver. 6, nor 
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merely to the “exhortation to self-knowledge and penitence” 
(de Wette) which is contained in the preceding, nor merely 
to the statement about forgiveness and cleansing; but to the 
“whole in its vivid harmony” (Diisterdieck, so also Braune). 
— va pw) apaptyte] Statement of the object for which the 
apostle wrote what precedes; the direction which Calvin 
gives it: ne quis putet eum peccandi licentiam dare, quum 
de misericordia Dei concionatur, which is also found in 

Augustin, Bede, Calov, Bengel, Hornejus, Diisterdieck, Ewald, 

etc., is incorrect, since the sternness of the apostle against sin 
has already been sharply and definitely expressed, and the 
context, in which the subject previously was the forgiveness 
of sin, would not permit such a supposition to arise at all.? — 
kai édy Tis GapTy] Kai is neither =“ however” (Baumgarten- 
Crusius), nor=sed (Vulg.); it connects as simple copula a 
new thought with the preceding one. By édy the possibility 
of sinning is admitted; Calvin incorrectly explains it: Con- 
ditionalis particula “si quis” debet in causalem resolvi; nam 
fieri non potest quin peccemus. Whether it is possible for 
the Christian not to sin, John does not say. Under the 
influence of the new spirit of life which is communicated to 
the believer he cannot sin; but, at the same time, in his 

internal and external mechanism there lies for him the 
possibility of sinning—and it is this which the apostle has 
in view. Socinus perverts the idea of the apostle when he 
interprets: si quis peccat i. e. post Christum agnitum et 

1 Ebrard refers radr« to the two sentences, i. 6, 7, and 8-10, in which these 

thoughts, involving an apparent contradiction, are contained—(1) ‘‘That we 
must by no means walk in darkness,” and (2) ‘‘that we must confess that we 
have and that we commit sin,” and thinks that this apparent contradiction is 
solved by ii. 1, in this way, that in contrast to those theoretical statements 

these two practical conclusions from them are here given, namely, (1) ‘‘ that we 
are not to sin ;” (2) ‘‘that when we have sinned we are to reflect that in Christ 
we have an Advocate.” But against this it is to be observed—(1) that by such a 
changing of theoretical statements into practical precepts the problem mentioned 
above is really not solved ; (2) that the ideas expressed in i. 6, 7, and in i, 8-10, 
do not stand to one another in the relation of co-ordination, but the idea of 

i. 8-10 is subordinated to that of i. 6, 7; (8) that it is herewith presupposed 
that the apostle should have written : xai ive cidfrt, ors, thy vis auaprn, rapa 
xanrov ¥xousy, Which, however, is incorrect, as the advocate-office of Christ is 
not mentioned in the preceding. 

* Socinus incorrectly renders ¢weprévsv = manere in peccatis; Lofiler even 

more so = ‘to remain unbaptized.” 
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professionem nominis ipsius adhuc in peccatis manet, necdum 
resipuit, etc.; for, on the one hand, the true Christian may 

indeed sin, but cannot remain in his sins; and, on the other 

hand, Christ is not the mapaxdAnros for him who remains in 
his sins. Besser correctly: “If any man sin—not with wilful 
doing of sin, but in spite of the will in his mind, which says 
no to sin.” —7apdaxdyTov éxouevy pos Tov Tatépa] From 
the 1st pers. plur. it follows that the preceding tus is used 
quite generally ; the apostle is speaking communicatively, and 
does not wish himself to be considered excluded! It is 

unnecessary for the connection of this sentence to supply: 
“Jet him know that,” or: “let him comfort himself with the 

thought that,’ or any similar expression ; for it is precisely 
through the aduaprdvew of believers that Christ is induced to 
be their Paraclete. The verb yew indicates that Christ 
belongs to believers.”— The word wapdxAnrtos has both a 
general and a special forensic meaning; in the former, in 
which it is = “assister,” or “ helper,’ it is used in Gospel of 

John xiv. 16, 26, xv. 26, xvi. 7, where the Holy Ghost is so 

called because by His witness He leads the disciples into all 
truth; see Meyer on John xiv. 16 ;* here, on the other hand, 

it is used in its forensic meaning =“ advocatus, patronus 
causae,’ or even more special =“ intercessor,” and is in close 
connection with the following (Aacpés, and refers back to the 
aguévat and kabapifew of chap. i. 9; so that in Christ the 
typical action of the high priest interceding for the people 
has reached its complete fulfilment. The idea of the apostle 
therefore is—as almost all commentators recognise*—the same 

1 Augustin : habemus dixit, non habetis ; maluit se ponere in numero pecca- 
torum, ut habeat advocatum Christum, quam ponere se pro Christo advocato et 
inveniri inter damnandos superbos. — Socinus thinks that the apostle speaks in 
the first person, non quod revera ipse esset unus ex illis, qui adhuc peccarent, 
sed ut melius indicet, id quod affirmat pertinere ad omnes, quibus evangelium 
annunciatum est ; clearly erroneous. Grotius arbitrarily : habet ille advocatum, 
sed ecclesia habet, quae pro lapso precatur. Preces autem ecclesiae Christus 
more advyocati Deo patri commendat. : 

2 Besser: ‘‘ He has made Himself ours, has given our faith an eternally valid 
claim on Him.” 

3 In the fact that in the Gospel of John the Holy Ghost, but here Christ, is 
called xapéxanros, there is so much the less a contradiction, as in John xiv. 16 
it is expressly put: ZAAoyv xupaéxanrov, by which Christ signifies that He Him- 
self is the proper rapéxanros, and the Holy Ghost His substitute. 

* Ebrard, who here gives the same explanation, explains the expression in the 
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as is expressed in Rom. viii. 34 (05 Kai évtvyyaves brép Huar), 
in Heb. ix. 24 (eicAAOev 6 Xpiotos... eis... TOV odpavor, 
viv éudavicOivar TO TpocwT@ Tod Oeod imép Huov), and 
in Heb. vii. 25..— mpos rov matépa] mpos in the same sense 
as chap. i. 2.— God is called watyp, because the mapdxAnTOos 

is the Son of God, and we also (believing Christians) have 
become through Him téxva tod Oecod, chap. iii. 1, 2.— 
‘Inoodv Xpicrov Sixacov| Christ is the Paraclete, not as the 
Logos, but as the incarnate Logos, who has shed His aipa 
(chap. i. 7) for the atonement,—and indeed inasmuch as He is 
dixatos; Sixacos is here also neither=lenis et bonus (Grotius), 
nor = dskar@v (see Wolf on this passage); but neither is it = 
fidelis atque verax, quatenus id praestat quod promisit, se 
scilicet suis adfuturum (Socinus); according to the usus 
loquendi, décavos could be understood of (judicial) justice 
(Bede: justus advocatus, injustas causas non suscipit), but 
then the adjective would have had to be put with zapd- 
xAntov; Ebrard incorrectly explains it = d/cavos Kat Sixavov ; 
but this explanation is so much the more unwarrantable, as 
dixavody is the very business of the mapaxdytos; by the 
epithet di/cavos, Christ is held up before the dmapravovcr as 

Yone who by His nature is fitted to be the Paraclete of sinners, 
i.e. as one who perfectly satisfies the will of God; who is 
“just and stainless, and without sin” (Luther). “Only as 
the Holy One, in whom the holy ideal of manhood is seen 
realized, can He intercede for sinners with the heavenly 

Father” (Neander). 

ReMARK.—How Christ executes His office of Advocate with 
the Father, John does not say ; a dogmatic exposition of it is 
not in place here, still it is important to mark the chief elements 
which are the result of the apostle’s statement. These are the 
following:—1. The Paraclete is Jesus, the glorified Redeemer 

Gospel of John= ‘‘Comforter,” #5 rapaxaasi (more correctly rapaxaArsirai, mid.), 

according to the Hebrew pny, LXX. Job xvi. 2; but in this passage it is not 

wapaxaranros, but wapaxrrrws, that is used; Hofmann’s explanation is also 
incorrect (Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 15 ff.) = ‘* Teacher” (comp. Meyer and Hengsten- 

berg on John xiv. 16). 
1 This idea is not, as it might appear, in contradiction with John xvi. 26; 

for even in this statement a lasting intercession by Christ is indicated, since 
Christ ascribes the hearing of prayer in His name to Himself (xiv. 18) as well as 

to the Father. 
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who is with the Father; therefore neither His divine nature 
alone, nor His human nature alone, but the Lord in His divine- 
human personality. 2. The presupposition is the reconciliation 
of men with God by His blood. 3. His advocacy has reference 
to believers, who still sin amid their walking in light; and 4. 
It is a real activity in which He intercedes for His people (that 
God may manifest in their forgiveness and sanctification His 
faithfulness and justice) with God, as His (and their) Father. 
If these points are observed, on the one hand, there is found in 
the apostolic statement no ground for a materialistic conception, 
which Calvin opposes in the following words: obiter notandum 
est, nimis crasse errare eos, qui patris genibus Christum advol- 
vunt, ut pro nobis oret. Tollendae sunt eiusmodi cogitationes, 
quae coelesti Christi gloriae derogant ;—but neither, on the 
other hand, is there any justification for doing away with the 
idea, as not a few commentators have been guilty of. Even 
Bede has not kept himself free from it, when he says that the 
advocacy consists in this, that Christ presents Himself as man 
to God, and prays for us non voce, sed miseratione, and there- 
fore considers the intercessio, not as an actio realis, but only as. 
an actio interpretativa. But the idea is even more done away 
with, when the intercession is viewed only as the permanent 
effect of the redemptive work accomplished by Christ in the 
giving up of His life to the death, which is no doubt the opinion 
of Baumgarten-Crusius when he says: “The apostles certainly 
did not think of a special oral intercession, but of an interces- 
sion by deed, in His work.”’ Liicke rightly says: “The mean- 
ing of this form of representation is no other than this, that 
Jesus Christ also in His és%« with the Father continues His 
work of reconciliation. If Christ were not the eternal Paraclete 
for us with God, His saving and reconciling work would be 
limited to His earthly life merely, and in so far could not be 
regarded as eternal and complete ;” but it is not to the point 
when he further puts it: “ Without the eternally active saving 
and reconciling spirit of Christ, without the miua Xpiorod, 
Christ would not be a perfect, a living Christ ;” for John is not 
here speaking of the zvtz« of Christ, but of the personal Christ 
Himself. The explanation of de Wette, that the advocacy of 
Christ is the combination of the idea of the glorified and of the 
suffering Messiah, is also unsatisfactory, because it changes the 

1 Similarly Késtlin (p. 61): ‘Christ is the eternal rapéxanros ; He does not 
however, pray the Father, but the sense of His office of Advocate is simply this, 

that for His sake the Father also loves those who believe on Him.” Frommann 
also (p. 472 ff.) finds in the statement of the apostle only a symbolical form of 

expression, by which the continuation of the atoning work of Christ in His state 
of exaltation is indicated. 

Meryer.—1 Joun. U 
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objective reality into a subjective representation. Neander 
rightly says: “When Christ is described as the Advocate, this 
is not to be understood as if only the effects of the work once 
accomplished by Him were transferred to Himself—John con- 
siders the living Christ as personally operating in His work, as 
operating in His glorified position with His Father, with the 
same holy love with which He accomplished His work on earth 
as a mediation for sinful man. It is by Him in His divine- 
human personality that the connection between man, saved and 
reconciled to God by Him, and God as the Father, is always 
brought about.” Comp. also Meyer on Rom. viii. 34, and 
Braune in the fundamental dogmatic ideas of the passage. 

Ver. 2. cat avtés=et ipse, idemque ille; «ai is here also 
the simple copula, and is not to be resolved either into quia 
(a Lapide) or nam.—avros refers back to “Ino. Xpiorov 
dixacov, and the epithet Sécacov is not to be lost sight of here ; 
Paulus, contrary to the context, refers avtds to God.— 
ikacpos éott] The word iAacpos, which is used besides in the 
N. T. only in chap. iv. 10, and here also indeed in combina- 
tion with wepi Tay du. yuav, may, according to Ezek. xliv. 
27 (=NN»n), mean the sin-offering (Liicke, 3d ed.), but is here 
to be taken in the sense of 0%53, Lev. xxv. 9, Num. v. 8, and 

no doubt in this way, that Christ is called the ‘Aacpos, inas- 
much as He has expiated by His aiua the guilt of sin. This 
reference to the sacrificial blood of Christ, it is true, is not de- 

manded by the idea (Nacpos in itself,’ but certainly is demanded 
by the context, as the apostle can only ascribe to the blood of 
Christ, in chap. i. 7, the cleansing power of which he is there 
speaking, because he knows that reconciliation is based in it. 

REMARK.—In classical Greek iAd&oxecdas (as middle) is = iAcwy 
co; but in scripture it never appears in this active significa- 
tion, in which God would not be the object; but in all the 
passages where the Septuagint makes use of this word, whether 
it is as the translation of 785 (Ps. Ixv. 4, Ixxviii. 38, lxxix. 9), 

or of pop (Ps. xxiv. 11; 2 Kings v. 18), or of on) (Ex. xxxii. 

1In the Septuagint not only does iaeués appear as the translation of the 

Hebrew ambp (Ps. exxix. 4; Dan. ix. 9), but iadcxseéas is also used=to be 

merciful, to forgive (Ps. lxv. 4, Ixxviii. 38, xxix. 9),—quite without reference 
to an offering. —The explanation of Paulus, however: ‘‘He (i.e. God) is the 
pure exercise of compassion on account of sinful faults,” is not justifiable, 
because, in the first place, God is not the subject, and secondly, the jaacuis of 
Christ is not the forgiveness itself, but is that which procures forgiveness, 
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14), God is the subject, and sin, or sinful man, is the object; in 
Heb. ii. 17, Christ is the subject, and the object also is ras 
Gwapriac. The case is almost exactly similar with ¢F:Adoxeodas, 
which does not appear in the N. T. at all, but in the O. T., on 
the other hand, is used as the translation of 153 much more 
frequently than the simple form; it is only where this verb is 
used of the relation between men, namely Gen. xxxii. 21 and 
Prov. xvi. 14, that the classical usus loquendi is preserved ; but 
elsewhere with 2:Adéoxeodos:, whether the subject be God (as in 
Ezek. xvi. 63) or man, especially the priest, the object is either 
man (Lev. 1v.,.20, v..26, vi. 7, xvil. 6, 11,.16, 17, 24, 30, 33; 
Ezek. xlv. 17) or sin (Ex. xxxii. 30; both together, Lev. v. 18, 
Num. vi. 11), or even of holiness defiled by sin (the most 
holy place, Lev. xvi. 16; the altar, Lev. xvi. 18, xxvii. 33, 
Ezek. xliii. 22); only in Zech. vii. 2 is found 2irdexacdas riv 
xvpsov, Where, however, the Hebrew text has nin’ 25-nN nidnd. 

"Iixaou6s, therefore, in scripture does not denote the reconciliation 
of God, either with Himself or with men, and hence not placatio 
(or as Myrberg interprets: propitiatio) Dei, but the justification 
or reconciliation of the sinner with God, because it is never 
stated in the N. T. that God is reconciled, but rather that we 
are reconciled to God.t 

Grotius, S. G. Lange, and others take iAacpos=ihactnp ; 
of course that abstract form denotes the personal Christ, but 
by this change into the concrete the expression of the apostle 
loses its peculiar character; “the abstract is more compre- 
hensive, more intensive; comp. 1 Cor. i. 30” (Briickner) ; it 
gives it to be understood “that Christ is not the propitiator 
through anything outside Himself, but through Himself” 
(Liicke, 2d ed.), and that there is no propitiation except 

Comp. Delitzsch in his Commentary on the Epistle to the Hebrews, on 

chap. ii. 17, p. 94ff. But it is to be noticed that Delitzsch, while he states 

correctly the Biblical mode of representation, bases his opening discussion on the 
idea of the ‘‘self-reconciliation of the Godhead with itself,” an idea which is 

not contained in scripture.—It is observed by several commentators that iaacpés, 
as distinguished from xararAreyy = ‘* Versdhnung” (reconciliation), is to be 
translated by ‘‘Siihnung” or ‘‘ Versiihnung”’ (both = Engl. expiation, atone- 
ment). Itis true, Verséhnung and Versiihnung are properly one and the same 
word, but in the usage of the language the distinction has certainly been fixed 
that the latter word denotes the restoration of the disturbed relationship by an 
expiation to be performed ; only it is inexact to assert that the idea iaacpos in 
itself contains the idea of punishment, since iadexecéas does not include this 
idea either in classical or in Biblical usage, and iZ:Adexseéas, though mostly 
indeed used in the O, T. in reference to a sacrifice by which sin is covered, is 
also used without this reference (comp. Ecclus, iii. 28). 
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through Him.’— The relation of ‘Aacpos to the preceding 
mapakdntov may be variously regarded ; either mapaxdyTOos is 
the higher idea, in which ‘Aacpos is contained, Bede: advo- 

catum habemus apud Patrem qui interpellat pro nobis et 
propitium eum ac placatum peccatis nostris reddit; or con- 
versely : ‘Aacpos is the higher idea, to which the advocacy is 
subordinated, as de Wette thus says: “(Aacpds does not 
merely refer to the sacrificial death of Jesus, but, as the more 

general idea, includes the intercession as the progressive 
reconciliation” (so also Rickli, Frommann); or lastly, both 

ideas are co-ordinate with one another, Christ being the 
‘Aagpes in regard to His blood which was shed, and the 
mapaxAntos, on the other hand, in regard to His present 

activity with the Father for those who are reconciled to God 
through His blood. Against the first view is the sentence 
beginning with xat adrés, by which (Aacpds is marked as an 
idea which is not already contained in the idea wapdxhyTO0s, 
but is distinct from it; against the second view it is decisive 
that the propitiation, which Christ is described as, has refer- 

ence to all sins, but His intercession, on the other hand, has 

reference only to the sins of the believers who belong to Him. 
There remains, accordingly, only the third view as the only 
correct one (so also Braune). ‘The relationship is this, that 
the intercession of the glorified Christ has as its presupposi- 
tion the (Aaopos wrought out in His death,” yet the sentence 
Kal avtos is not merely added, ut causa reddatur, cur Christus 

sit advocatus noster (Hornejus, and similarly Beza, Lorinus, 

Sander, etc.), for its independence is thereby taken away ; 
the thought contained in it not merely serves for the explana- 
tion or confirmation of the preceding, but it is also full of 
meaning in itself, as it brings out the relation of Christ to 
the whole world of sinners.— rep) wav apaptidov ijpov] 

1 'The case is the same with the expression ‘cus as with other abstractions 

by which Christ is described, as Cwm, 6d0s, dyiaomes, x. 7.2. Who does not feel 

that by these words something much more comprehensive is expressed than in 

the concrete forms: 6 Zwomrody, 6 ddnyav, 6 dyiclwy, x72. ? 

® Kustlin incorrectly says (p. 180): ‘Christ is wepéxanres, while He is 

inacués, i.e. high priest, and at the same time sacrifice, a high priest who offers 

himself ; and jaccués, while He is rapéxanros, i.e. a sacrifice which offers itself ;” 

for neither does rapéx2. describe the high-priesthood of Christ, according to its 

full comprehension, nor does iAecués mean “sacrifice.” 
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mept expresses the reference quite generally: “in regard to;” 
it may here be observed that ¢€iAdoxeoOa in the LXX. is 
usually construed with TeEpi, after the Hebrew by ves) |The 

idea of substitution is not suggested in mepé.— With trav 
adpuapt. Huev, comp. chap. i. 9; it is not merely the sins of 
Christians (jwav, vc. fidelium ; Bengel) before their conversion 
that are meant, but also those which are committed by them 
in their Christian life; comp. chap. i. 7. Ebrard’s opinion, 
that these words are added to (Nacpos merely as a preparation 
for the following additional thought, is inadmissible; they 

rather suggest themselves to the apostle—and without regard 
to what follows—inasmuch as it is only by virtue of them 
that the idea obtains complete expression. — od wept tav 
nmeTépwov 5€ povoy, dAdAa Kal Tepl OKov TOD Koopov] Expan- 
sion of the thought, in reference to the preceding wep: T. ap. 
pov, in order to mark the universality of the propitiation. 
It is incorrect to understand by eis the Jews, and by 
xéopos the Gentiles (Oecum., Cyril, Hornejus, Semler, Rickh, 

etc.); 2ets are rather believers, and xéocpos is the whole of un- 

believing mankind; so Spener, Paulus, de Wette, Liicke, Sander, 

Neander, Diisterd., Braune, etc. — Baumgarten-Crusius agrees 
with this interpretation, only he understands by xocpos not 
mankind together (extensive), but successively (protensive) ; 
but this distinction is unsuitable. It would be preferable to 
say that John was thinking directly of the xoopos as it 
existed in his time, without, however, limiting the idea to it. 

The interpretation of Augustin and of Bede, by which xocpos 
is=“ecclesia electorum per totum mundum dispersa,” is 
clearly quite arbitrary. The propitiatory sacrifice was offered 
for the whole world, for the whole of fallen mankind; if all 

do not obtain the blessing of it, the cause of that does not le 
in a want of efficacia in it; Diisterdieck therefore rightly says: 

“The propitiation is of judicial nature; according to this, the 
propitiation for the whole world has its real efficacia for the 
whole world ; to the believing it brings life ; to the unbelieving, 
death.” Calvin quite improperly asserts: sub omnibus re- 
probos non comprehendit, sed eos designat, qui simul credituri 
erant et qui per varias mundi plagas dispersi erant (similarly 
Beza); against this the statement of Bengel is sufficient: 
quam late peccatum, tam late propitiatio. The expressly 
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added odAov places the matter beyond all doubt. — With 
regard to the genitive epi 6A. rod Koopov, Winer says (p. 
509, VIL p. 536): “instead of this, either wept tev Odov 
T. «., or, instead of the first words, wept juav might have been 
written; similarly Heb. ix. 7;” many commentators, on the 
other hand, supply vey directly, as Grotius, Semler, Wilke 

(Hermeneutik, II. p. 145), de Wette, Diisterdieck; as the 
Vulg. renders: “pro totius mundi,” and Luther: “fiir der 
ganzen Welt.” On behalf of this, appeal is made to passages 
such as John v. 36,’ Matt. v. 20; but the construction which 

appears in these passages is the well-known comparatio com- 
pendiaria, which does not occur here, as there is no comparison 
here at all; an oratio variata is therefore to be accepted, 
which was the more natural to the apostle, as the idea céapos 
includes in itself that of sin.? | 

Vy. 3-11. Further antithetical statement of the believers’ 
walk in light; it is described as tnpety tas évtodkas Oeod (vv. 
3-6); this then is further defined as a epuratety xabas 
éxeivos mepieTratnoe (ver. 6), and ayaray tov adeAdor is 
emphasized as being the essence of this walk (vv. 7-11). 

Ver. 3. Semler would make a new section begin here: 
“after the foundation of salvation has been spoken of, there 
follows the exhortation to preserving the salvation ;” incor- 
rectly ; ver. 3 is closely connected with chap. i. 5, 6, and 

states in what the Christian’s walk in light consists; therefore 
also it begins simply with xai.— év tovtT@ ywookoper] év 
tovtw refers to the following édv; the object is stated by 67; 
the same combination is found in the Gospel of John xiii. 35 ; 
similarly in chap. iv. 13, where, however, the particle 67. is 
used instead of éav, and chap. v. 2, where 6éray is used. 
A Lapide wrongly weakens the force of yivwoxopuey: non certo 
et demonstrative, sed probabiliter et conjecturaliter; it is 
rather the anxiety of the apostle to bring out that the 
Christian has a sure and certain consciousness of the nature 

1 This passage is cited by Ebrard further, in order to prove his assertion : 
‘© This abbreviation for asp! ray daov rot xoouov needs no explanation ” (!). 

* When Braune, who has accepted the explanation which is here given of the 
verse as a whole and in detail, says in reference to the oratio variata which 
occurs here : ‘‘it has not happened for the sake of the evil which attaches to the 
xooues, for this is true of Christians also (contrary to Huther),” he thereby shows 

that he has not correctly understood the above remark. 
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of the Christian life. This certainty is confirmed to him by 
unmistakeable facts, in which the truth of his knowledge 
attests itself. — 67 éyvéxapev adTov] avtoy seems to refer to 
the last-mentioned subject in ver. 2, therefore to Christ; so it 
is explained by Oecumenius, Erasmus, Grotius, Calov, Spener, 
Bengel, Semler, Johannsen, Sander, Myrberg, Erdmann, ete. ; 
but the deeper train of thought is opposed to this; John is 
not continuing the idea of ver. 2, but is going back to the 
fundamental thought of the whole section: “He who has 
fellowship with God walks in the light;” the principal sub- 
ject is God, and to it, therefore, adtov is to be referred; so 
Calvin, Beza, Liicke, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, de Wette, 

Briickner, Ebrard, Diisterdieck, Braune, etc.’ — On éyvexaper, 
which is not, with Lange and Carpzov, to be interpreted = 
“love,” the commentators rightly remark that it is not a mere 
external, purely theoretical knowledge that is to be understood 
by it;? it is the living knowledge that is meant, ie. a know- 
ledge in which the subject (God) is really received into the 
inner life, and thought and action are determined by it,’ so 

1 The reason brought forward by Ebrard: ‘‘ it lies also in the idea of the com- 
mandments, that they are mentioned as commandments of the Father and not of 
the Son,” is not valid ; comp. Gospel of John xiv. 15, 21, 23, xv. 10. Ebrard, 
on the other hand, rightly points to ver. 6, where éxsives (Christ) is distinguished 
from «tres. From this verse it also follows that John, in this section, is con- 

sidering Christ not as having given commandments, but as having walked 
according to the commandments of God. 

* Lorinus: cognoscere cum quadam voluntatis propendentis approbatione. — 
A Lapide: cognitione non tantum speculativa, sed et practica, quae cum amore 

et affectu conjuncta est, ac in opus derivatur.—Spener: ‘‘ This is not a mere 
knowing (1 Cor. viii. 1), such as may exist without love, but a knowledge which 
comes into the heart and fulfils His will with trust.”— De Wette : “‘ Knowledge 
of the heart, not of the mind, wherewith activity is also assumed.”— Liicke : 
‘the knowledge of God in the highest sense ; not, however, in so far as it is 
identical with the love of God, but only in so far as it really impels men practi- 
cally to fulfilment of the divine commands, and thus reveals itself in growing 
love to the God who is known as the Light.” 

3 Weiss not unjustly contends against the current view of ywaexe in John, in 
so far as the idea of knowledge is not kept pure in it from confusion with other 
ideas ; but when Weiss says that in John only ‘‘the knowledge that rests on 
immediate contemplation is to be thought of,” and observes that ‘‘ it lies in the 
nature of the case, that in this intuition and contemplation the object is received 

into the entire spiritual being of man as a—nay, as the determining power,” he 
not only agrees with the explanation given above, but defines the idea in such a 
way as not to deviate so very far from the commentators whom he opposes as his 
polemic would lead one to suppose. 
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that éyvwxévae is necessarily connected with the xowaviav 
éxelv wet avdrod (chap. i. 6); still it is inexact to render 67« 
éyvoxapev avtov, with Oecumenius, directly by 6t« ocuvexpa- 
Onuev avr, or, with Clarius, by societatem habemus cum eo. 
By éyvoxapev the element of consciousness in the fellowship, 
and with this its internal and spiritual side, is brought out. 
— €éay Tas évTodas adtod tnpdpev] The expression 7. évTon. 
tnpewv’ describes the obedience resulting from the internal 
faithful keeping of the commandments ;’ it is incorrect, with 
Braune, so to press the idea tnpety here, in its distinction from 
voveiy, that merely “attention to the commandments” is to be 
understood by it; it rather includes in itself the actual obedi- 

ence. This obedience is not here regarded as the means of 
the knowledge of God, but as the proof of it; rightly Oecu- 
menius: dia TeV épywv 7 Tedela SedeixvuTat ayaTn; only 
he should have said “yvaous” instead of ayadrn. Between 
both of those there is the same relationship as between fellow- 
ship with God and walking in light; for as the former is 
related to the knowledge of God, so is the latter related to the 
observance of the divine commandments, which is the concrete 

embodiment of €v T@ dwrtl wepirateiv. 
Ver. 4. Inference from ver. 3, expressing the antithetical 

side. —o éywv «.7.A.] is used in the same sense as éapv 
elmwpev, chap. i. 6. Without reason, Braune considers that 

“in the singular there lies a progress in the development of 
the thought.” The statement that éyywxa is used “ with mani- 
fest regard to the Gnostics” (Ebrard), is not to be accepted ; 
6 Aéywy is rather to be taken in a quite general sense, comp. 
ver. 6, at the same time referring to the appearance of such a 
moral indifferentism among the churches. adrov, as in ver. 3 
= Ocov, — wevortns éori | = Wedderar, chap. i. 6; but in such 

a way that the idea is more sharply brought out by it (Braune). 

1 It is to be noticed, that to describe the Christian commandments John 

never uses yvszes (which by him is only used in reference to the Mosaic Law), but 
generally ivroaai (only now and then Adyss @sod or Xpirov) ; and as verb, rnpsiv, 
never vosiv (except in Rey. xxii. 14).—In the writings of Paul, rnpsiv ivroany 

appears only in 1 Tim. vi. 14, and besides in the N. T. in Matt. xix. 17 (chap. 
XXVili. 20: rnpsiv raver dow tversiAduny duir). 

* The paraphrase of Semler may be given here merely for its curiosity : Si (nos 
Apostoli) retinemus et magnifacimus hane ejus doctrinam: Deum esse pariter 
omnium gentium. 
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— Kai év tTovT@ «.7.d.] as in chap. i. 8. — From the connection 
between the knowledge of God and the observance of His 
commandments, it follows that he who boasts of the former, but 

is wanting in the latter, has not the truth in him, but is a liar. 

Ver. 5. In this verse the apostle confirms the idea of ver. 3, 
in the form of an antithesis to ver. 4, and with the introduc- 

tion of a new element. — ds 8’ av typH adTod (i.c. Oeod) Tov 
Aoyorv] The particle dé, which refers not to ver. 3 (Liicke), but 
to the words Kai Tas évToXas avTodD py THpar, ver. 4, shows 
that this verse stands in the same relationship to ver. 4 as chap. 
i. 7 to ver. 6; “tnpH is with emphasis put first, and similarly 
avtov before tov Adyov” (Braune). — avtTovd o Aoyos is synony- 
mous with ai évrod\al avtov, vv. 3 and 4: “the essence of 

the divine commandments ;” a Lapide: Dicit verbum ejus in 
singulari, quia praecipue respicit legem caritatis; haec enim 
caeteras omnes in se comprehendit.— The predicate does not 
run: ovTes éyvwxev avtov, but: adnOds év TovTW % ayaTn TOD 
Ocod teTeXciwTar, whereby “a new side of the thought comes 
into view ” (Ebrard). — ada] “in truth,” opposed to appear- 
ance and mere pretence; it is emphatically put first, as in 
John viii. 31; with reference to the preceding 7 dd7Oea (de 
Wette); and serves to bring out not a quality of the terte- 
Aelwtas (Ebrard), but the actuality of the é€v Tovrm ... 
teTerelwtat (so also Briickner). — év tovt@ 1 dyadrn Tod Ocod 
TeTENElwTaL|] 7 ayarn T. Ocod is not here, as in chap. iv. 9: 
“the love of God to us” (Flacius, Calovius, Bengel, Spener, 

Russmeyer, Sander, Lange, etc.), nor: “the love commanded 

by God” (Episcopius), nor: “the relationship of mutual love 
between God and man” (Ebrard: “the mutua amicitia et 
conjunctio between God and the Christian”’);* but: “love to 
God,” as in chap. ii. 15, iii. 17,iv. 12, v. 3 (Bede, Oecumenius, 

Luther, Calvin, Beza, Lorinus, Hornejus, Paulus, de Wette- 

Briickner, Baumgarten-Crusius, Liicke, Diisterdieck, Erdmann, 

Myrberg, Braune, etc.). This interpretation is required by the 

context ; for “the love of God” appears here in place of the 

1 Similarly Besser: ‘‘‘ Zhe love of God in us’ usually embraces both God’s 
love to us, by which, and our love to God, in which we live. This is the case in 

this passage also.” This interpretation can be just as little grammatically 
justified as that of Ebrard; neither a duplicity nor a mutual relationship is 
expressed in the phrase 4 ay. tov @sod, 
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“knowledge of God,’ vv. 3 and 4. As in the latter, so in the 

former also, consists fellowship with God. Both, love and 

knowledge, are so inseparably connected, and are so essentially 
one in their principle and nature, that the one is the condition 
of the other.:— The idea teteXe(wtar is not to be weakened, 

as in Beza: reXevodv hoc in loco non declarat perfecte aliquid 
consummare, sed mendacio et simulationi opponitur, ut hoc 
plane sit, quod dicimus: mettre en exécution; but it is to 
be taken in its constant meaning: “has been perfected,” as in 

chap. iv. 12, 17, 18.2 The objection, that nevertheless no 

Christian can boast of perfect love to God, does not justify an 
arbitrary change of meaning. The absolute idea typety adrov 
Tov Aeyov demands for its counterpart an idea quite as absolute 
(so also Briickner).? Where the word of God is perfectly 
fulfilled, there love to God is perfect; in perfect obedience 
perfect love is shown. That the Christian has not attained 
this perfection at any moment of his life, but is ever only in 
a state of progress towards it, is no doubt true; but John is 
not here considering that aspect (so also Braune).* — év tovT@ 
ywaookouev| év tovtw» refers neither to the thought contained 
in ver. 6 (Socinus, Ewald), nor to 7 aydin... Teter, but to 
the keeping of the commandments (so also Diisterdieck, Ebrard, 
Briickner, Braune). Obedience is the evidence for the know- 
ledge that we are év avt@. — 67t év a’T@ écpev] The expression 
signifies the inward fellowship of life (differently Acts xvii. 28); 
it combines the preceding év tov’T ... tered. and the former 

1 Grotius, it is true, is not wrong when he says: Amor praesupponit cogni- 
tionem ; but it is just as correct to say: Cognitio praesupponit amorem. 

* Even Bengel’s interpretation: perfectum regimen nactus et per-fecte cognitus 
est (viz. amor Dei erga hominem), does not correspond to the idea of the word. 

3 Ebrard, it is true, wants the idea rereAciwras to be retained unweakened, but 

finds himself compelled by his interpretation of 4 ay. 7. @. to agree with Beza’s 
explanation, because ‘‘in the case of a relationship its perfection is nothing else 
than its conclusion.” Ebrapd’s opinion, that if 1 ay. +. ©. = “love to God,” 

John must have written rsAsia icriv instead of rersAsiwras, is—besides being 
contrary to John’s usus loguendi—without foundation. 

4 In Calvin’s explanation : Si quis objiciat, neminem unquam fuisse repertum, 
qui Deum ita perfecte diligeret, respondeo: sufficere, modo quisque pro gratiae 
sibi datae mensura ad hane perfectionem aspiret, and in that of Socinus: ‘‘ Est 
autem perfectio ista caritatis in Deum et obedientia praeceptorum ejus ita intelli- 
genda, ut non omnino requiratur, ne ei quicquam deesse possit, sed tantum ut 
ejusmodi sit, qua Deus pro sua ingenti erga nos bonitate contentus esse voluit,” 

limitations are introduced which are foreign to the apostle’s train of thought. 
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éyveoxapev avrov, and is identical with xowwriav exouev pev 
avtov (chap. i. 6), which it defines in its internal character. The 
knowledge and love of God is being in God (so also Briickner),. 
— Grotius, who understands avt@® of Christ, enfeeblingly 
explains: Christi ingenii discipuli sumus. 

Ver. 6 gives the more particular definition of what the 
tnpew of God’s commandments, and therefore the Christian’s 
walk in light, consists in. — 0 Aéywv] as in ver. 4; here, how- 

ever, with the infinitive construction. — év avT@ pévew] év 
avT@® does not refer to Christ (Augustin, Hornejus, Wolf, 
Lange, Neander, etc.}, but to God. — pévev] instead of eivar, 
ver. 5. Both expressions are synonymous, it is true, but not 
identical (Beza) ; in wévery the unchangeableness of the being 
is brought out. Bengel: Synonyma cum gradatione : illum 
nosse, in illo esse, in illo manere. Frommann (p. 187): “The 

being and abiding in God signifies one and the same fellowship 
with God. The latter describes it merely as something con- 
stant, lasting, which accessory notion is not contained in the 
former expression.” — odeider] comp. chap. ili. 16, iv. 11, “is 
in duty bound,” refers back to o Aéywv ; it is not meant to be 

indicated here what is demanded in regard to the pévew év 
Oe, but what is the duty of him who says that he abides in 
God—if he does not want to be a liar, in whom the truth is 

not, ver. 4.— xaOe@s éxeivos mepieTatnce, Kal avTos [ovTws| 
mepitrateiv| By these words Christ is placed as a pattern before 
Christians, z.e.in regard to His whole walk (which is elsewhere 

done in the N. T. only in regard to His self-abasement and 
to His conduct in suffering; see. this commentary on 1 Pet. 
ii. 21); of what sort this was, John does not here say; from 
the connection with what precedes, however, it is clear that 
the apostle points to Him in so far as He kept the command- 
ments of God, and therefore walked in the light.” This reference 
to Christ as an example is frequently found in the same form 

1 In substantial agreement with this Weiss says: ‘‘In vv. 3 and 4 it was 
stated that in the keeping of God’s commandments we recognise that we have 
known God. If, therefore, there is a continuous train of thought here, the 

being in God must only be a new expression for the knowing of God, or must be 
directly given along with it.” 

* Semler paraphrases : Si quis gloriatur, se suamque doctrinam semper con- 
venisse cum doctrina illa Christi, is sane debet etiam in humanae vitae modo 
non Judaismum praeferre (!). 
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(xaOws éxeivos) in our Epistle; so iii. 3, 7, iv. 17; comp. also 
John xiii. 15, xv. 10, and passim. — repiratety describes not 
merely the disposition, but the action resulting from it. In 
the fact that John brings just this out (comp. especially chap. 
iii. 17, 18), it is evident how far his mysticism is removed 

from mere fanaticism. — On odtws, see the critical notes. 

Vv. 7-11. A more particular statement of the nature and 
import of tynpety tas évtodas avdtod or of qepitrateiy Kalas 
€KELVOS TTEPLETTATY CE. 

Ver. 7. ayamntot|] Such a form of address does not neces- 
sarily indicate the commencement of a new section, but is 

also used when the subject of the discourse is intended to be 
brought home to the hearers or readers; this is the case here. 
— ov évTodnv Kawny ypddw tiv] certainly does not mean: 
“I do not write to you of a new commandment ;” neither, 

however: “I write (set) before you” (Baumgarten-Crusius) ; 
for ypadew has not this signification; it simply means: ¢o 
write; when connected with an object, as here, it is = to com- 

municate or announce anything by writing; comp. chap. i. 4. 
The subject of his writing the apostle calls an évtoA7; it is 
arbitrary to take the word here in a different meaning from 
that which it always has; thus Rickli: “the whole revelation 
of divine truth as it has been brought to us in Jesus Christ ”* 
(similarly Flacius, Calovius, etc.); and Ebrard : “ the announce- 
ment, that God is light, chap. i. 5;” évtoAy means “ com- 
mandment;” this idea must not be confounded with any 
other. Most of the commentators (Augustin, Bede, Oecumenius, 
Theophylact, Luther, Calvin, Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette- 
Briickner, Neander, Sander, Erdmann, Myrberg, Ewald, etc.) 

understand by it, according to vv. 9-11, the commandment of 
brotherly love ; others, on the other hand (Socinus, Episcopius, 
Calovius, Schott, Liicke, Fritzsche, Frommann, etc.), according 

to ver. 6, the commandment of following Christ. These two 

1 Ebrard wrongly maintains that ivroa% is ‘‘a truth including directly in itself 

practical requirements.” Only the practical requirements contained in a truth 
can be—when regarded as a unity—called ivroa%, but not the truth which con- 
tains them in itself. It is true the demand of faith in the message of salvation 
may be described as ivrea%, but not the message of salvation itself; here, how- 

ever, the context forbids us to take the expression in that sense (as Weiss), since 

neither in what precedes nor in what immediately follows is there a demand for 

faith expressed. 
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views seem to be opposed to one another, but they really are 
so only if we assume that John here wants to emphasize a 
single special commandment—in distinction from other com- 
mandments. This supposition, however, is erroneous; the 
command to keep the commandments (or the word) of God 
alter the example of Christ, or to walk in the light, is no 
other than the command to love one’s brother. From chap. 
i. 5 on, John is speaking not of different commandments, but 
of the one general commandment of the Christian life which 
results from the truth that God is light. It is to this com- 
mandment that reference is made when John, in order to 

bring it home to his readers, says: ov évToAnY Kawny ypadw 
vpiv, so that by évtod he does not indicate a commandment 

which he then for the first time is about to mention, but the 

commandment which he has already spoken of in what pre- 
cedes (only not merely in ver. 6), but defines more particularly 
in what follows, namely, in regard to its concrete import.’ 
Of this commandment John says, that it is not an évTod) 
kawn;” in what sense he means this, the following words 
state: GAN évToAnv Taraay, i elyeTe aT’ apyns; it is not 
new, but old, inasmuch as his readers did not first receive 

it through this writing, but already had it, and indeed a7’ 
apyns, ve. from the very beginning of their Christian life ; 
comp. chap. iii, 11; 2 John 5, 6; and, for the expression az’ 
apyns, ver. 24 (Calvin, Beza, Socinus, Episcopius, Piscator, 

Hornejus, Lange, Rickli, Liicke, de Wette-Briickner, Sander, 

Neander, Besser, Diisterdieck, Erdmann, Myrberg, Ewald, 

Braune, etc.). The imperfect evyere, instead of which we 

1 This view is in accordance with that of Diisterdieck, who rightly remarks : 
‘‘The solution of the problem lies in this, that the holy command to walk as 
Christ walked, fully and essentially resolves itself into the command of brotherly 
love;” it is also accepted by Braune. The objection of Briickner, that brotherly 
love is only a principal element, and not the complete fulfilment of following 
Christ, can only be regarded as valid if brotherly love is not viewed in its full, 
complete character ; comp. John xiii. 34, and also the statement of the Apostle 
Paul: zAvpaua vouov n ayarn, Rom. xiii. 10.— The instances adduced by Ebrard 
against the reference to brotherly love can only have any force if the command- 
ment which prescribes this is distinguished, as a special one, from the command 

to walk in light. 
2 Certainly what John here says reminds us of the statement of Christ in John 

xiii. 834; nor can it be denied that John was here thinking of that, as well as in 

the passage 2 John 5; but from this it does not follow that oz ivroa. xa. 
ypé~w ouiv does not refer to what precedes, but only to what comes after (ver. 9). 
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should expect the present, either refers back to the time 
before John had come to his readers, or is to be explained : 
“which ye hitherto already had.” The latter is the more 
probable. Some commentators weaken this interpretation, 
which is demanded by the context, and hold that John calls 
the commandment (namely, “the commandment of love”) an 
old one, because it was already given by Moses; thus Flacius, 
Clarius, etc.; the Greek commentators even go beyond that, 
and refer it at once to this, that it was written from the very 
beginning in the heart of man ;? the latter Baumgarten-Crusius 
maintains, and says: “ here, therefore, the ethics of Christianity 
are represented as the eternal law of reason,” in which he 
explains am’ dpyjs “from the beginning of the history of 
man,” and regards “ye as men” as the subject of e’yere. — 
2) €VTONN 7) Tadatd €aTLV O AOYos Ov HKOvGaTE] This addition 
serves for a more particular definition of the preceding; 
 tTadatd is repeated in order to accentuate this idea more 
strongly. By eiyere it was only stated that the readers were 
in possession of the commandment; now the apostle defines 
it more particularly in this respect, that it is the word (not: 
“the chief substance of the word,’ de Wette) which they had 
heard (comp. ver. 24, ili. 11, iv. 3), which, therefore, was pro- 
claimed unto them (comp. chap. i. 2, 3), namely, by the apostolic 
preaching. The clause is therefore not to be taken, as Baum- 
garten-Crusius holds, as a correction of ypadw: “not by him 
was it first given; it is from the beginning of Christianity, 
the Aoyos, dv 7KovcaTe, namely, from Christ ;” for #KovcaTe 
does not refer directly to ypadw (Bengel), but to e’yere” On 

1 In the scholia of Matthaei it isthus put: ¢? uty "loudaios cadre ypaper, cixores, 

chy op) ayhans tvrorny ob xasvhy sivas Onoi. waédhas yap abrny did cov xpopnray 

tenyysiaaro, Ei 3: ovx “lovdaios joay, whaor oly tvroAn waraid... tory n xare 

rhs Quoimis tvvolas Pirsnn dicbeois, radvess yap Quote Huspa nal xowwrine Cau ovres 

ayeraos rods xAnciov.— Oecumenius and Theophylact combine the two together, 
holding that the Epistle was addressed to Jewish and Gentile Christians. 

2 Wolf assumes a peculiar antithesis between the two sentences: Ratio 
fortassis aliqua reddi possit, cur ?xyswv et dxovuy da’ apyas sibi invicem subjun- 
gantur. Prius enim ad illos spectaverit, qui ex Judaeis ad Christum conversi 
erant ; illi enim jam ante praeceptum hoc de amore mutuo ex lege Mosis et 
prophetis cognitum habebant ; posterius respiciet ex-Gentiles, qui idem inter 
prima evangelicae doctrinae praecepta acceperant; this amounts, partly, if 
not altogether, to what the Greek commentators adduce for explanation of the 

expression raaadé. The arbitrariness of such an antithesis is self-evident. 
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the addition am’ dpyfs (Rec.) after jxovcate, which Ewald 
regards as genuine, see the critical notes. 

Ver. 8. madw évrodny kawny x.7.r.] Almost all commenta- 
tors hold that the évtor7 Kaw is the same évToAx as was the 
subject of ver. 7; differently Ebrard, who explains as follows: 
“ With ver. 7 begins a new section which continues to ver. 29, 
in which the leading thought is the position of the readers to 
the light as one which was already shining; by év7. wadava 
is meant the clause, chap. i. 5: 6 Oeds pas éote; by evr. 
xkawy, on the other hand, the following clause: 1 cxoria 
Tapayerar Kal TO Pas TO adnOwov Hdn haiver;' the relative 
clause 6 éotw adgmOés x... belongs, by apposition, to the 

following sentence: Ott 7) oKoTia «.7.r., and states to what 

extent the essential true light has already begun to shine, 
namely, the fact that the light already shines has a double 
sphere in which it is adnOés, wc. actually realized, first in 

Christ, but then also év div, ie. in the Ephesian readers 
themselves, and equally in all true Christians.” This explana- 
tion is, however, incorrect ; for—(1) the truth 7 cxotia tapa- 

yeTau «.T.r, can just as little be called an €vTon7) as the sentence 
6 Ocds has éotu (see on ver. 7); (2) the relative clause, if it 
was to be a preceding apposition to 7 oKotia x.7.X., would 
have had to come after 671; according to the structure of the 
verse, 6 must necessarily be connected with what precedes ; 
(3) it is a false idea, that that which the clause 67 7 ocxoTia 
expresses was actually realized in Christ ; the incorrectness of 
this idea is concealed in Ebrard’s interpretation in this way, 
no doubt, that he gives to év atr@ a different relation from 
that which he gives év tiv, and changes the present mapa- 
yeras into the perfect. Nor is the opinion that we are to 

1 The same view is found in Castellio, Socinus, and Bengel. The latter 
remarks on ivroAny xasvyv: pracceptum novum, quod nobis nunc primum in hac 
epistola scribitur; and on #71: quod hoc est illud praeceptum, to which he then 
very strangely adds: amor fratris, ex luce. 

* Ebrard says: ‘‘ The eternally existing light is one which has already 
appeared éy air#, in so far as in Christ the light objectivized has arisen for the 
world and has overcome the darkness, and 2» suiv in so far as also subjectively 
to the readers the light of the gospel has arisen, and they also subjectively have 
been drawn from darkness unto light.” By iv éuziv he means, therefore, the 

readers, in whom, i.e. in whose souls, the transition from darkness to light has 
taken place ; by ty aura, however, not Christ, in whom, but the world, for which 
that has happened objectively, inasmuch as Christ entered as the light into the 
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understand by é€vt. wad. the commandment of walking in 
light, and by é€vr. xawy, on the other hand, that of brotherly 
love (ver. 9), tenable, because these commandments, according 
to their import, are not two distinct commandments, but one 
and the same commandment. Still more unjustifiable is the 
assumption of §. Schmid, that in ver. 7 the fundamental law 
of Christianity, namely, justification by faith, but here the 
commandment of Christian sanctification, is meant; and that 

of Weiss, that by évToAy, ver. 7, is to be understood the 

evangelical message of salvation, but here the commandment 
of love. The apostle, having in view here the same com- 
mandment as in ver. 7, says: “ Again a new commandment I 
write unto you, which thing is true in Him and in you: because 
the darkness 1s past, and the true light now shineth.” The 
relative clause 6 éotw x.7.d. serves not merely to establish 
the statement that the commandment is a ew one (Socinus, 
Flacius, Morus, Hornejus, de Wette-Briickner, Liicke, ed. 2 

and 3, ed. 1 of this commentary, Erdmann, ete.);+ but the 

apostle thereby describes the commandment, yet not in a 
material way, so that 6 would be referred to the substance of 
it (Oecumenius, Luther, Baumgarten-Crusius, Semler, From- 

darkness of the world. Quite a different meaning, therefore, is here assigned to 

ty aura from that which is given to éy dui, as the difference in the relation from 
the antithesis of ‘‘ objective” and ‘‘ subjective” clearly shows.— It is not merely 
the change of the present rapéyzras into the perfect that is the cause of this 
treatment, for it appears elsewhere in the commentary,—thus on p. 148: ‘‘ that 
which is true in Christ and in you, that the darkness is past,” ete.; p. 150: 

‘similar to the new announcement, that the darkness is past,” ete.; p. 155: 

«Tt is the truth, that the darkness is past ;” against which, on the other hand, 

wrapeyeras is correctly explained on p. 159: ‘* the darkness is passing by, is in a 
state of passing away, of disappearing.” 

1 For if @ tery x.7.a. is, according to the intention of the apostle, to be 
referred to the idea of the newness of the commandment, he would—first, have 

given this idea a more independent form than he has given it as a simple attribute 
of the object tvroa7y depending on yeépw ; and, secondly, not have given the con- 

firmation of the statement (that the commandment is a new one) in a sentence 

which does not so much show the truth of this idea as merely state the sphere in 
which that statement is true; to which may be added, that the idea so resulting 

is itself so indistinct, that it requires, in order to be understood, an explanatory 
circumlocution, such as: ‘‘ that the commandment is a new one has its truth in 
Christ, inasmuch as it did not exist before Him,” ete. (ed. 1 of this comm.). 
Besides, an emphasis unwarranted by the context is placed on the idea of the 
newness of the commandment, especially if it is thought that the following 
évs again serves to establish the thought expressed in the confirmatory clause 
(Liicke, de Wette, Brickner), 
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mann, Diisterdieck, etc.),? but only in a formal way, as that 

which is actually fulfilled in Christ and in his readers; as the 
commandment in ver. 7 was also only defined in a formal way 
by iv elyete am’ apyns. —6 éotw... év tpiv is the object 
belonging to ypade, and évTodnv xavyynv is to be taken as the 

accusative of more particular definition ; this construction of 
it is found in Ewald, only he explains év avr incorrectly 
by: “in the last-mentioned (in ver. 7) word of God;” most 

recently it has been accepted by Braune with the interpreta- 
tion here given. The sense accordingly is: that which is 
already true, zc. fulfilled, in Christ and in you, namely, the 
Tnpelv TAS EVTOAAS TOD Oeod (comp. John xv. 10, where Christ 
says of Himself: éy@ tas évtoNas Tod TaTpos jou TeTHPHKA), 
I write unto you as a new commandment.” With this view 
it is self-evident that the apostle calls the old commandment 
a new one only in so far as he writes it anew to them. It is 
true a different reference has usually been given to Kaw, by 
understanding it either of the constant endurance of the com- 
mandment of love (Calvin: novum dicit, quod Deus quotidie 
suggerendo veluti renovat; Joannes negat ejusmodi esse doc- 

trinam de fratribus diligendis, quae tempore obsolescat: sed 
perpetuo vigere), or to indicate that this commandment first 
entered into the world along with Christianity —- whether 
emphasis was put more upon the substance of it (Liicke, de 

Wette, ed. 1 of this comm.), or upon the mere time of it 

1 Diisterdieck, it is true, approves of Knapp’s paraphrase, which agrees with 
the above explanation : rdéasy (ws) tvrorny xaiv. yp. bmiv rovTo O tory aAnbes x.7.2.; 

but, with the idea of a constructio ad sensum, refers o to the preceding ivror7», 

so that this forms the object of ypzgw, which by the relative clause obtains its 

more particular definition. In opposition to this construction, de Wette has 
rightly observed that it has grammatical difficulty. When Diisterdieck, in reply 
to Liicke’s objection, that with that interpretation it would need to run 4 ior 
arzens, says that it is not the évroa% itself as such, but its substance in Christ, 
ete., that has been fulfilled, Ebrard’s observation is a sufficient answer: ‘ That 
which is required in the tvroa4 is nothing else than just the évroay itself; 
the requirement itself is fulfilled in Christ when its substance is fulfilled in 
Him.” 

2 That John places before his readers anew as a commandment that which 
already has been fulfilled in them, is clearly not more strange than that he 
declares to them truths of which he himself says that they know them already 
(comp. ver. 21). Briickner admits that the construction here advocated is simple 
and clear, but groundlessly thinks that ‘‘ the strangeness of this form of speech” 
is not mitigated by the reference to ver, 21. 

Meryer.—1 JouN. xX 
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(Diisterdieck) ;' but these constructions, not being indicated in 

the context, are purely forced. — On wddw, Erasmus says: 
et contrarietatem declarat et iterationem; hic autem non 

repetitionis sed contrarietatis est declaratio; with this inter- 
pretation almost all commentators agree, referring 7adw to the 
idea évr. kaw7v; but an antithetical construction is foreign to 

the word; it is=“ again, once more,” is to be connected with 

ypado, and is explained by the fact that the readers have 
already heard the commandment, nay, even are already 
fulfilling it. Liicke and de Wette connect it directly with 
the verb, but, in such a way that even they give to it an 
antithetical reference.?—— éotiv adnOés] adnOns signifies here 
the actual reality, as in Acts xii. 9 (see Meyer on this passage). 
— év av7T@] év is to be retained in its special meaning, not = 
“ respectu, in reference to,” nor is it used “of the subject in 

which something true is to be recognized as true (ver. 3)” (de 
Wette), for there is no mention here of any knowledge. That 
by adrés here not God (Jachmann), but Christ is to be under- 
stood, is shown by the context. Socinus incorrectly explains 
€v avT@ = per se ac simpliciter. On the point that piv is 
not to be read, see the critical notes. Grotius unjustifiably 
understands by uty the apostles. — Neander has a wrong 
conception of the relation of €& a’T@ and év duiv when he 
explains: “it takes place in reference to Christ and in 
reference to the church, therefore in reference to their mutwal 

relationship to one another.” — ote 1) cKotia x.7.d.] dtu is not 

1 On the basis of the right view of a2’ apxjis, ver. 7, we find the nature of the 
newness of the commandment indicated just in this ; this, however, is only the 
case if the temporal reference is retained in its purity. This Diisterdieck 
indeed insists on; but this relation has only force if we regard at the same time 
the substance of the commandment, as Diisterdieck does. But nothing in the 
context indicates this new substance, and it is therefore very differently defined 
by the commentators. 

* Liicke does so when he says: ‘‘ In ver. 8, John continues correctingly thus : 
Again a new commandment I write unto you.” (In the edition of 1851, Liicke 
agrees with the usual acceptation: ‘‘ Again—in contrast—a new commandment 
I write unto you;” see ed. 3, p. 249, note 1.)—De Wette does not expressly 

give his opinion about rdéaw; but when he thinks that John should properly 
have written: ‘‘again a new commandment I call it,” and when he then para- 
phrases it: ‘*The commandment of love is an old and long-known one to you; 
but (as it is altogether revealed as a new one by Christ) for you who partake 
in the newness of life it is in an especial manner a new one,” the antithetical 
reference is clearly brought out by him also, 
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used declaratively, nor in such a way as to be dependent on 
adnbés (“it is true that the darkness,” etc.), or on évtonsp 
(Castellio, Socinus, Bengel, Ebrard),—to both these views the 

structure of the verse is opposed,—but causally; this is rightly 
perceived by most of the commentators; but it is incorrect 

a when they connect it with the immediately preceding 6 éotw 
adndes x.7.X., for the double-membered clause : 6t¢ 7) cxotla... 

daiver, being a confirmatory clause, does not stand in a corre- 
sponding relationship to the thought: 6 éotu ar... . buiv, which 
it is intended to confirm.’ By 67 «.7.X. the apostle rather states 
the reason why he writes to them as a new commandment that 
which is true in Christ and in them (Diisterdieck, Braune); this 
reason is the already commenced disappearance of darkness and 
shining of the true ight. The contrasted words 1) cxor/a and 
TO bs TO GAnOivov are to be taken in ethical sense (Braune);? 
the former idea signifies the darkness which consists in error 
and sin, as it exists outside the fellowship with God; the 
latter, the ight which consists in truth and holiness, as it 

1 With this connection of the thoughts, the double-membered clause: 3: % 
cxoria2. . . Qeives, must confirm both écrw da. tv adra and also ivrw aa. ty ouiv. 

Now, when Liicke makes the apostle to say, as a proof that the commandment to 
walk in light shows itself in Christ and in his readers as a new one: ‘‘ Not only 
in Christ Himself (v air@) has the true light appeared, but it has also shed 
itself abroad, dispelling the darkness in the minds of his readers (?v duiv), and 
is shining in them,” he attributes the thought really expressed by the apostle 
(n cxoria... Qaives) Only to tv duiv; while to év airg, on the other hand, he 

attributes an idea which the apostle has not expressed. — Briickner says: ‘‘ The 
zy avew Tefers to xai ra Qas z.¢.A., the év duiv rather to 4 cxoria x.7.4.;” but this 
reference of the one member of the confirmatory clause to the one element of the 
thought to be confirmed must be regarded as unjustified, although Briickner 
thinks ‘‘it can easily be imagined that the apostle in the one part of the con- 
firmation had in view rather the latter, and in the other rather the former part of 
the clause to be confirmed,” for such a different reference is in no way hinted at; 
besides, #3 is here altogether left out of view. Diisterdieck rightly establishes 
the proposition that the whole sentence: aané.... duiv, is to be regarded as 
confirmed by the whole sentence: d7 4 cz. ... Qalves; but when he then, in 
interpretation, says: ‘‘ Already the darkness is dispelled by the true light, 
which shines in truth im Christ and in His believers (in so far, namely, as 
brotherly love attained its most perfect manifestation in the walk of Christ, and 
is exercised by believers also),” it is only the second part of the confirmatory 
clause that is referred by him to év aic@ xa} tv duiv, but not the first part; and 
this indeed is quite natural, since in Christ a disappearance of darkness is not 
imaginable. 

* It was to be expected that Weiss here also denies to the ideas cxorie and 
¢#; the ethical meaning, and wants to be understood by the former only error, 
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proceeds from Christ, who Himself is the true light. It is 
incorrect to understand here by 7to das To aX., Christ Him- 
self (Bengel, Erdmann), as the contrast with 1 oxotia shows. 
aAnOues is an expression which is almost confined to the 
writings of John; outside them it is only found in Luke 
xvi. 11, 1 Thess. i. 9, and three times in the Epistle to the 
Hebrews; it describes the light of which the apostle is 
speaking as the eternal, essential light, of which the earthly 
light is merely the transitory reflection; see especially 
Neander on this passage.— mapayeras is translated by the 
Vulgate as perfect: quoniam tenebrae transierunt; similarly 
by Luther: “the darkness is past ;” and Calvin directly says: 
Praesens tempus loco Praeteriti. This, however, is arbitrary ; 
the present is to be retained as such; it is used in the same 
sense as in 1 Cor. vii. 31: mapdyer (see Meyer on this 
passage), so that we must interpret: “the oxoria is in the 
state of passing away.” It is unnecessary to take trapayerat, 

with Bengel, with whom Sander and Besser agree, as passive 
(Bengel: non dicit mapdye: transit, sed wapdyerac traducitur, 
commutatur, ita ut tandem absorbeatur); it is more natural 
to regard it as the middle form with intransitive meaning. 
With the meaning : “is in the state of passing,” corresponds the 
particle 78 with daive, which is not=“ now” (Luther), but 
by which the moment is described in which the darkness is 
retreating before the light, at which therefore neither has the 
darkness already completely disappeared, nor is the light 
completely dominant. Most of the commentators, both the 
older and more recent (Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette- 
Briickner, Liicke, Sander, Diisterdieck, Erdmann, Ebrard), take 

this as referring to Christianity in general, in so far as by it, 
as the true light, the old darkness is being ever more and 
more overcome; but by the word 76 the apostle shows that 
in these words he is looking forward to a future time at 
which that victory will have been completely won, and which 
he regards as close at hand (so also Braune). The moment 

by the latter only the knowledge of God. Weiss himself, however, views then 
both so that they are of ethical—and not merely theoretical—character; and, 
moreover, as he admits that with the former error sin, and with the latter 

knowledge holiness, is necessarily connected, it is so much the more arbitrary 
to allege that John, in the use of these ideas, utterly ignored this necessary 
connection. 
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in which he writes this is in his eyes, therefore, no other than 
that which immediately precedes the second coming of Christ, 
and which He Himself in ver. 18 calls the é€oyatn dpa,’ in 
which it is of the greater importance for Christians, by 
keeping the commandment, to show themselves as children of 
the light. The same train of thought essentially occurs here 
as afterwards in vv. 15-18 ; compare also the Pauline 7) vvé 
mpoéKower, 7) O€ nucpa HyyiKe, Rom. xiii. 12. 

Vv. 9-11. Further definition of the life of light as life in 
love. — Ver. 9. 6 Aéywv] the same form as in ver. 4, to which 
the structure of the whole verse is very similar. év To dari 
eivat] stands in close relation to what immediately precedes ; 
although he alone is in the light who lives in fellowship with 
Christ, and belongs to the church of Christ, yet to gas 

describes neither Christ Himself (Spener, ete.) nor “the 
church, as the sphere within which the light has operated 
as illuminating power” (Ebrard). Chap. i. 6, 7 may be 
compared. — In contrast with cal tov aderpov adtod picdy 
is ver. 10, 6 a@yam@v a6. adrod, in which the apostle states the 
substance of the tnpeiy tov Adyov Tod Oeod after the example 
of Christ. As ¢@s and ckotia, so puceiy Tt. ad. and ayaTay 
t. ao. exclude each other; they are tendencies diametrically 
opposed to one another; human action belongs either to the 
one or to the other; that which does not belong to the sphere 
of the one falls into that of the other; Bengel: ubi non est 
amor, odium est: cor non est vacuum. Here also John 

speaks absolutely, without taking into consideration the 
imperfect state of the Christian, as is seen in the hesitations 
between love and hatred.— roy aderpov Grotius interprets : 
sive Judaeum, sive aliegenam ; fratres omnes in Adamo sumus; 

similarly Calov, J. Lange, etc.; by far the greatest number of 
commentators understand thereby fellow-Christians. Apart 
from its exact meaning and the wider meaning = brethren of 
the same nation (Acts xxiii. 1; Heb. vii. 5), adeddos is used 
in the N. T. generally, in Acts and in the Pauline Epistles 

? Rickli: ‘‘John says this of the ¢ime in which they are living, and in which 
the great work of the Lord had had a wonderful, rapid progress of development. 
The true Light, the Lord in His perfect manifestation of divine truth, is already 
shining; . . . already the great morning is dawning for mankind. When the 

Lord shall return, then shall be the perfect day of God. Towards this mani- 
festation all believers walk.” 
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always, to denote Christians; but in many passages it is 
also=0 7Analoy or 6 Erepos; thus in Matt. v. 22 ff, vii. 3 ff, 
xvill. 35; Luke vi. 41 ff; Jas. iv. 11, 12 Gn Matt. v. 47 
it describes our friendly neighbour). In the Gospel of John 
it is only used in the sense of relationship, except in chap. 
xx. 17, where Christ calls His paOnrai “oi aderpot pov,” 
and in chap. xxi. 23, where oc a6. is a name of Christians. If, 

therefore, according to the wsus loguendi of the N. T., 6 aderdos 
may certainly be=6 wAnoiov, yet in the Epistles of Jokn, 
according to chap. lil. 11 (comp. Gospel of John xiii. 34, 
xv. 12; besides, especially with chap. iii. 16, comp. Gospel 
of John xv. 13; there: trép trav adeAdav tas uxas Tiévar ; 
here: vmép tov didkwv avtod), and according to chap. v. 1 
(where the a6. is specifically called a yeyervnuévos ex Tod 
cov), we must understand by it the Christian brother ; so that 
John, therefore, is speaking, not of the general love towards 

men, but of the special relationship of Christians to one 
another ; comp. the distinction in 2 Pet. i. 7; Gal. vii 10.— 
€ws apte] “until now,” refers back to 76, ver. 9; the 
meaning is: although the darkness is already shining, such 
an one is nevertheless stil (adhuc) in darkness; on this 

peculiarly N. T. expression, see Winer, p. 418, VII. p. 439 ; 
A. Buttmann, p. 275; there is no reason for supplying 

“even if he were a long time a Christian” (Ewald). With 
the év t. ox. éo rly is contrasted, ver. 10: év TO hati wéver; 
see on this ver. 6.1 That the “exercise of brotherly love is 
itself a means of strengthening the new life” (Ebrard), is not 
contained in the idea péver. Even if the idea of ver. 10— 
in relation to that of the 9th verse—is brought out more 
distinctly by mévec, this is much more done by the words: xat 
oKxavoadov év avT@ ovK éotWw. cKavoadoy appears in the 
N. T. only in the ethical signification =“ offence,” ae. that 
which entices and tempts to sin; in the case of €v avo, the 
preposition év is generally either left unnoticed by the 
commentators (Grotius says, appealing to Ps. cxix.: est 

1 Késtlin incorrectly finds the reason why he who loves his brother remains in 
the light, in this, ‘‘that the Christian life of the individual requires for its own 
existence the support of all others.” Of such a support the apostle is not 
speaking here at all, but the truth of his statement lies rather in this, that love 

and light are essentially connected with one another. 
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metonymia et «vy abundat. Sensus: ille non impingit) or 
changed in meaning; de Wette: “7a his case (for him) there 
is no stumbling; comp. John xi. 9 ff.;” similarly Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Neander, etc.; Liicke even says: “év avr@ can here 

only signify the outer circle of life,’ because “the cxdvdara 
for the Christian le in the world, and not in him;” with him 
Sander agrees. For such changes there is no ground, since in 
the usage of the word the figure (the snare, or rather the wood 
that falls in the snare) has quite given place to the thing, and 
it is therefore unnecessary to say, with Diisterdieck, that “in 
the expression €y av7@ the thing itself penetrates into the 
otherwise figurative form of speech;” the offence may be 
outside a man, but it may be zz him also; comp. Matt. v. 29, 

30. The preposition év is here to be retained in its proper 
meaning (Diisterdieck, Ewald, Braune). The sense is: In 
him who loves his brother and thus remains in the light, there 
is nothing which entices him to sin. Some commentators 
refer oxdvdadov to the temptation of others to sinning; so 
Vatablus: nemini offendiculo est; Johannsen: “he gives no 
offence ;” Ebrard: “there is nothing in them by which they 
would give offence to the brethren,” etc.; but in the context 
there is no reference to the influence which the Christian 
exercises upon others, and if John had had this relationship 
in his mind, he would certainly have expressed it;! this is 
decisive also against Braune, who would retain both references. 
Paulus quite unwarrantably refers €vy ad7@ to TO dos: “in 
that light nothing is a stumbling-block.” — The beginning of 
the 11th verse repeats—in a form antithetical to ver. 10— 
that which was said in ver. 9; but with further continuation 

of the €v 79 oKxotia éotiv.— The first subordinate clause runs : 
kal €v Th oKotia wepuate?. The difference of the two 
clauses does not consist in this, that the representation passes 
over from the less figurative (éo7/) to the more figurative 
(wepimarei) (Liicke); for, on the one hand, weperateiv is so 
often used of the ethical relationship of man, that it is scarcely 
any longer found as a figurative expression ; and, on the other 

1 When Ebrard finds no obstacle in the thought that he who loves his 
brother does not by any act give offence to others, he should find no obstacle 
in the thought that there is nothing in him which becomes an offence to 
himself. 



328 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF THE APOSTLE JOHN. 

hand, the connection by cat shows that there is a difference 
of idea between the two expressions; this has been correctly 

thus described by Grotius: priori membro affectus (or better : 
habitus, Sander), altero actus denotatur (similarly de Wette, 
}aumgarten-Crusius, Braune). Both: the being (the con- 

dition) and the doing (the result) of the unloving one belong 
to darkness; comp. Gal. v. 25. The second subordinate 
clause: Kat ov« oid trod Umdye, is closely connected with 
TepiT@atel; mov, properly a particle of rest, is in the N. T. 
frequently connected with verbs of motion; comp. John 
vil. 35, xx. 2, 138; Heb. xi. 8; in the Gospel of John 

especially, as here, with vaadyew; see John iii. 8, viii. 14, 

ete.; in John xii. 35 it runs exactly as here: 6 mepuratav 
€v TH oxoTia OvK olde TOU UTaye. ‘The translation: “ where 
he is going,” is false, for vrayew is not: “to go,” but: “to go 
to.” To the unloving one, the goal whither he is going on his 
dark way, and therefore the direction of his way, is unknown. 
By this goal it is not exactly the final goal, ae. condemnation 
(Cyprian: it nescius in gehennam, ignarus et caecus prae- 
cipitatur in poenam), that is to be thought of, for the 

subject according to the context is not punishment; but by 
the figurative expression the apostle wants to bring out that 
the unloving one, not knowing whither, follows the impulse 
of his own selfish desire: he does not know what he is doing, 
and whither it tends. As a confirmation of this /ast idea, the 

apostle further adds: é7t 7) oxotia érupdrwoe Tors dpOarpods 
avtov; Tudrovv does not mean “to darken,” but “to make 
blind, to blind ;” this idea is to be retained, and is not, with 

Liicke and others, to be enfeebled by an interpolated “ tam- 
quam, as” (“in the darkness they are as if blind”), by which 
the clause loses its meaning; the apostle wants to bring out 
that, inasmuch as the unloving one walks in the darkness, the 
sight of his eyes is taken from him by this darkness, so that 
he does not know, etc. He who lives in sin is blinded by 
sin, and therefore does not know whither his sin is leading 
him; comp. John xii. 40 and 2 Cor. iv. 4. 

Vy. 12-14. After the apostle has depicted the Christian 
life in its essential features, he passes on to exhortation. To 
this these verses form the introduction, in which the apostle 

assures his readers that their Christianity is the ground of his 
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writing. The motive of this, which explains also the form of 

expression, is the earnest longing which inspires the apostle, 
that his readers may take home to themselves the following 
exhortation. — The apostle addresses them under four different 

names: texvia and mwaidia, watépes, veavioxot. By the two 
latter names they are distinguished according to the two cor- 

responding degrees of age;* in the case of mrarépes the proper 
meaning is not to be strictly retained, but in contrast to 
veavicxor it is = yépovtes or mpecBvTepor, the members of 
the church who are already in advanced age; thus Erasmus, 
Calvin, Socinus, Morus, Carpzov, Lange, Paulus, de Wette- 

Briickner, Liicke, Diisterdieck, Braune, etc. — The veavioxou 

are the younger members of the church; Calvin: tametsi 
diminutivo utitur, non tamen dubium est, quin sermonem ad 

omnes dirigat, qui sunt in aetatis flore et statu. The view of 
Augustine is to be rejected, that under the three names the 
same persons are addressed, whom the apostle only designates 
differently in different aspects: jilioli, quia baptismo neonati 

sunt; patres, quia Christum patrem et antiquum dierum 
agnoscunt ; adolescentes, quia fortes sunt et validi. So also 
is the opinion that the apostle has in view, not the difference 
in age, but the difference in the degree, or even in the length 
of existence of Christian life; a Lapide: triplici hoe aetatis 
gradu triplicem Christianoruin in virtute gradum et quasi 
aetatum repraesentat; puwert enim repraesentant incipientes 

et neophytos; juvenes repraesentant proficientes; senes per- 
fectos ; similarly Clemens, Oecumenius, further Gagneius, 
Cajetanus, Russmeyer, Grotius,’ etc. Some commentators (as 
Erasmus, Socinus, J. Lange, Myrberg) also refer the two 
expressions: texvia (ver. 12) and tracéva (ver. 13), to the differ- 
ence of age, and understand by them children, in the proper 
sense of the word; but more prevalent is the view that this 
is true of wacééa only, and that rexvéa, on the other hand, is to 

be regarded as a form of address to al/ Christians ; Calvin: haec 
(namely, ver. 12) adhuc generalis est sententia, mox speciales 

1 That ‘‘ the distinction between church leaders and church members appears 

in the distinction between old and young”’ (Hilgenfeld), is in no way suggested. 
? Grotius: Partitur Christianos in tres classes, quae discrimina non secundum 

aetatem, sed secundum gradus diversos ejus profectus, qui in Christo est, intel. 
ligi debent, cf.:1 Cor. xiii. 11, 12; Heb. v. 18; Eph. iv. 13, 14. 
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sententias accomodabit singulis aetatibus; similarly Luther, 
Beza, Calov, Wolf, Baumgarten-Crusius, Sander, Neander, 

Besser, Ebrard, etc. With the first view there arises a wrong 

succession, namely: children, fathers, young men, instead of: 

children, young men, fathers, or: fathers, young men, children ; 
and, moreover, since texvia is in the Epistle frequently the 
form of address to all readers, and not only with, but also 
without pou (see on ver. 1), so it is to be taken here also. 
Equally, however, by racéia the apostle addresses all readers, 
as Liicke, de Wette-Briickner, Diisterdieck, Gerlach, Erdmann, 

Ewald, Braune rightly interpret. If we read before zadia, 
with the Receptus: ypadw tpiv, there certainly results, if 
mwa.dia is taken as alluding to children, a more accurate suc- 
cession: fathers, young men, children; but (1) according to 
almost all authorities we must read, not ypapw, but éyparra, 
and the former reading can only be explained in this way, 
that mada was understood in its proper sense, and it was 
thought that this clause must be brought into the closest 
connection with the preceding; (2) then in the repetition of 
the same succession in ver. 14 one member of it is wanting, 
as the children are not mentioned again; and (3) in ver. 18 
Tavdia is used as a form of address in reference to all readers ; 

comp. John xxi. 5. Against the two last reasons it might 

indeed be alleged, with Bengel, Sander, and Besser, that from 

ver. 14 to ver. 17 is still intended for the veavioxots, and that 

then in ver. 18 the address to the children comes in, and that 

the sequel as far as ver. 27 refers to them. But against this 
construction is—(1) the dissimilarity in the form of the 
sentences that thereby results; (2) the absence of an exhorta- 
tion addressed to the fathers; (3) the unsuitable reference of 
the warning against false teachers specially to the children, 
with the additional remark: oiéate wavta, ver. 20, and ov 

xpelav éyere, a tis diddoKn pas, even though the warning 
against false teachers in chap. iv. 1 ff. is referred without 
distinction to all readers; and finally, (4) the close connection 
of ver. 17 and ver. 18: 0 Kécpos mapadyerac (comp. ver. 8: 
» oxotla Tapayerat), and éryatn wpa éort.— According to 
the true construction of the sentences, they fall into two 
groups ; in each group first all Christians, and then specially 
the older and the younger members of the church, are 
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addressed ;! the correctness of this construction is shown also 
by this, that in reference to vratépes, and equally to veavioxos, 
in both groups the same thing is expressed, but in reference to 
all there are different statements. The arbitrary conjecture 
of Calvin (with whom Wall agrees), that both the clauses of 
ver. 14 are spurious, and interpolated temere by ignorant readers, 
requires no refutation. — The interchange of ypadw with the 
aorist €yparra is peculiar, and is not to be explained by saying 
that éypaya points to another writing of the apostle, whether 
it be the Gospel (Storr, Lange, Baumegarten-Crusius, Schott, 

Ebrard, Hofmann, Schriftbew. II. 2, § 336; Braune?), or even 

an earlier Epistle (Michaelis); both expressions rather refer, 
as most of the commentators have recognised, to this Epistle ; 

not, however, to the same thing, as some commentators sup- 

pose; thus Bengel, who regards the two expressions as syno- 
nymous, explains: verbo scribendi ex praesenti in praeterito 
transposito innuit commonitionem firmissimam, which cannot 
be grammatically justified ;* and Diisterdieck, who thinks that 
the “different import of the present and of the aorist can only 

be sought for in the representation of the writing itself; that 
both times the apostle means the whole Epistle lying before 
him ; that by ypaddw he represents himself in the immediately 
present act of writing, and by éypavra, on the other hand, his 
readers, who have received the completed Epistle ;” opposed 
to this, however, is the fuct that such a change of the mere 
form of representation would certainly be rather trifling. The 

1 Even Ebrard regards the second triad as beginning with rade, although 
he understands by it children in age; there is a glaring inconsistency in this 
construction. 

* To this view the following reasons are opposed :—1. That if the apostle in 
Zypz)a had another writing in view than in ypégw, he would have expressed this 
distinctly ; 2, That thereby the train of thought of the Epistle is unduly inter- 
rupted, since the assertion of the reason why he had written the Gospel is here 
introduced without any connecting link ; 3. That then the emphasis contained 
in the threefold repetition of ¢ype)« remains inexplicable, whereas it is perfectly 
justifiable if the reference to something written in this Epistle is intended to 
stimulate the readers more earnestly to attend to the following exhortation. The 
view of Ebrard, that ‘‘ while the Epistle plainly could only be understood by grown 
people,” the Gospel ‘‘ is even for children (+«:2i«) enjoyable and pleasing food,” 

searcely any one will endorse ; although even Braune passes this over in silence. 
3 When Buttmann (p. 172) thinks that the change of tense is entirely occasioned 

by the need for variation in a sixfold repetition of the verb, it may be observed 
against this, that then ver. 14a would he nothing but a repetition of ver. 13a. 
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éypaya must be referred to something else than the preced- 
ing ypadw; yet it is not, with Neander and Erdmann,’ to be 

referred to that which is expressed in the clauses beginning 
with ypade ; for, on the one hand, the clauses beginning with 
éypaya have not the form of confirmation, and, on the other 
hand, there is no real cause apparent for the addition of such 
a confirmation ; it seems more appropriate when Rickli thinks 
that ypa¢w refers to what follows, and ¢ypaya to what pre- 
cedes ;* but opposed to this is the fact that éypayra would then 
stand more naturally before ypad¢w. The correct view has been 
taken by de Wette, Briickner, and Ewald, who refer éypayya to 

what was already written, and ypadw to the immediate act of 
writing, and hence to the Epistle in general; taking this view, 
it is quite in order for John to write ypa¢e first, and that he 
then refers specially by éypaya to what has been already 
written is explained in this way, that this contains the prin- 

cipal grounds for the following exhortations and amplifications.’ 
—JIn each part a clause beginning with 67v follows the 
address; this 67s is not objective or declarative = “ that” 
(Socinus, Lange, Russmeyer, Bengel, Paulus, Johannsen, Nean- 

der, Hilgenfeld, etc.), but causal: “because” (Calvin, Beza, 

Baumgarten-Crusius, Liicke, de Wette- Briickner, Gerlach, 

Diisterdieck, Myrberg, Ebrard,* etc.). The apostle does not 

' Neander explains: ‘* As John had said : ‘I write unto you,’ so now he resumes 
confirmingly what has just been written, and says: ‘I have written unto you,’ 
as if he would say: It is agreed. This that I am now writing to you, | have 
now written, it is settled, I have nothing else to say to you, this you must always 
allow to be said to you.” Erdmann: Pertinet hoc (ype~a) neque ad superiorem 
epistolam, neque ad quidquam in hac ep. supra dictum, sed ad ea, quae modo 
verbo ypégw notata sunt. Similarly Paulus, who compares with this the expres- 

sion : ‘‘ His majesty decrees and has decreed.” 
2 Liicke, following Rickli, thought that with the first part (#7 dgiw»ra x.7.2.) 

corresponded the section ii. 15-17 in what follows, and i. 5-7 in what precedes ; 
with the second part (ds iyywxars x.7.4.), in the former ii. 18-27, and in the 

latter i. 8-ii. 2; and with the third part (271 vewx7xazs x.7.4.), in the former 

ii, 28-iii. 22, and in the latter ii. 3-11; but he afterwards gave up this artificial, 
cruciform construction of the clauses, and explained the ypapw with typayea as 

belonging to the rhetoric of the author. See 3d ed. p. 265, note. 
3 It is only if the signification of the section chap. i. 5-ii. 11 for the essentially 

hortatory Epistle is ignored that it can be said, with Ebrard and Braune, that 
with this view the antithesis of yza¢w and #yz2~2 becomes a mere repetition or 

play upon words. 
4 Luther varies curiously in his translation ; in ver. 12 he translates or: 

‘“‘that,” in ver. 13 “for,” and in ver. 14 again “that.” Sander thinks that in 
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want to say what he is writing, but why he is writing to 
them ; comp. especially ver. 20, also vv. 21, 27, iii. 5, 14,15, 

v. 18-20. The particular Christian experiences of his readers 
form the fundamental presuppositions of the Epistle; it is not 
anything xew that the apostle declares unto them, but he 
reminds them of what they know, so that they may take it 
more seriously to heart.— The first thing that the apostle, 
addressing all, reminds them of is: 67¢ ddéwytae byiv ai 

dpaptiat Sia TO dvoua avtod. The forgiveness of sins is the 
basis of all Christian life; therefore this is put first. — On 

the form used here, the perfect passive adéwyvtat, see Butt- 
mann, Ausf. gr. Gr. § 97, Anmerk. 3, and § 108, note 1; and 
Winer, p. 74, VII. p. 77. The Vulgate and Luther incorrectly 
translated it as if it were the present: “are forgiven” (simi- 

larly Rickli and others; Paulus strangely interprets, deriving 
it from ag’ édw=ad’ é@vtac, dimittuntur).— dvd with the 
accusative is not = “ through” (this meaning, as is well known, 
it has only with the genitive, comp. Acts x. 43: ddeow 
dpaptiav AaPeiv dia Tod ovouatos avTov), but=“for the 
sake of ;” avtod = Xpiotod, not = Ocod (Socinus, Paulus). 
According to most of the commentators, dia tT. dv. avTod 
refers to the objective ground of the forgiveness of sins, 
and to évoya avtod signifies Christ Himself; thus Diister- 
dieck: “ Christ who is what His name signifies;”* but 
this is contrary to the Biblical wsus loquendi; if by da 
Christ is referred to as the author of salvation, the prepo- 
sition is always construed with the genitive; by dua To 
dvoua avTod, therefore, it is the subjective ground of forgiveness 
that is stated (de Wette-Briickner, Braune), in this sense: 

because His name is in you, ze. because ye believe on His 

name (comp. ver. 23: muotevew TO ovopate Inood Xpictod). 
The name is therefore not regarded as empty, but as the form 

vy. 14and18 és: is used causatively, but that in ver. 12 both ‘‘because” and ‘‘that” 
are contained in ¢+ Erdmann takes ¢ in the first three sentences objectively, 

but he leaves it undecided whether in the last three sentences it is to be taken 

objectively or causally. 
1 Similarly Sander: ‘‘ God forgives our sins for the sake of the offering which 

Christ made ; both of these—the person and work of Christ—are His name, for 
the sake of which we receive forgiveness.” Besser: ‘‘for the sake of all that 
Christ is, from the manger to the throne.” Ewald: ‘‘ because Christ is and is 
called Christ.” 
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which includes the contents and reveals them; so that the 

subjective ground embraces in itself the objective.— In the 

second group it is said, in regard to the readers of the Epistle 
there called maidia: yp. tuiv... dts eyvoxate Tov Tatépa. 
By o waryp we are not to understand, with Hornejus, Christ, 

inasmuch as believers per fidem in nomen ejus renati sunt, 
for such a designation of Christ has the constant wsus loguendi 
of Scripture against it, but God; for the name o marnp is 
used here without any more particular definition, with clear 
reference to 7rad/a, and so God is here so called, not merely 

on account of His relationship to Christ, but equally on 
account of His relationship to those who, by faith in Christ, 

have obtained the forgiveness of their sins, and are thereby 
placed in the relationship of children to God. From this it is 
clear also how exactly éte adéwvtat tiv ai duaptias and ore 
éyvoxate Tov Tatépa correspond with one another. But in 
the fact that John ascribes to the believers both of these, he 

testifies to them that they are in possession of the fulness of 
divine peace and of divine truth. — In regard to the zarépes, 
the apostle brings out the same thing in both groups, vv. 13 
and 14: dt éyvoxate Tov an apyis. If the forgiveness of 
sins and the knowledge of God are common to all, the 
knowledge of Him who is dx’ apyis is specially appropriate 
to the older members of the church. When some com- 
mentators, as a Lapide, Grotius, (novistis Deum, qui Senex 
dierum ; Dan. vii. 9, xiii. 22), and others, understand by 
0 am apyis God, they ignore the deeper connection which 
exists between the particular ideas; 6 am’ apyfs is Christ, 
but not so called because He is the author of Christianity 
(Socinus: novi foederis et evangelii patefacti primum initium ; 
Semler: qui inde ab initio auctor fuit hujus melioris religionis), 
but because He is from all eternity ; am’ apyijs is used in the 
same sense as in chap. i. 1. John brings out by this designa- 
tion of Christ the truth that Christ is subject of their know- 
ledge in the quality of His being herein mentioned; it is 
therefore incorrect to understand éyvwxare of the personal 
knowledge of Him who was manifest in the flesh (Bengel, 
Schoettgen, etc.); the word has rather the same meaning as 
in ver. 3.1 John ascribes this knowledge to the fatlers, 

1 Neander: ‘*A knowledge of Christ as the One who is from the beginning, 
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because he might with justice assume that they had not 
contented themselves with a superficial knowledge of Christ 
in His appearance according to the sense, but had looked more 
deeply into the eternal nature of the Lord.— In regard to 
the young men, it is said in both groups: 6Ts vevuxnKate Tov 
movnpov ; not as if the same were not true also of the older 
members of the church, but John attributes this eminently to 
the young men, because ¢tiey—in accordance with their ase— 
had just recently obtained this victory, and their care there- 
fore must be specially this, not to lose again what had been 
lately won. That 6 zovnpos is the devil (comp. Matt. xiii. 19, 
38, 39; Eph. vi. 16; 1 John iii. 12, v. 18, 19) the com- 

mentators have rightly recognised." Carpzov suitably says: 
Viris fortibus et robustis tribuiter supra fortissimum et 
robustissimum victoria. In the second group some further 
subordinate clauses precede that word, which state the con- 
ditions under which the young men have attained their 
victory : Ort tayupoi éote; iayupol, “strong in spirit,’ with 
special reference to the fight, comp. Heb. xi. 34; Luke xi. 21; 
Matt. xii. 29 (Diisterdieck); here also ot is “ because,’ not: 
“that,” thus: “because ye are strong,’ not: “that ye are to be 
strong” (Paulus). — This conquering power of the young men 
is not their “own moral strength” (Baumgarten-Crusius), but 
the effect of the Word of God; therefore John adds: cai o 
Noyos ToD Ocovd ev tyiv péver, and only then brings in kal 
vevixnkate x.7.X.— The individual sentences are simply 
placed side by side in order to let each of them appear the 
more strongly in its own meaning. The train of thought, 
however, is this, that their strength has its ground in the 

Word of God, which is permanent in them (uévec), and that 
it is in this power that they have attained the victory.2 This 

which results from the deeper communion with the personality of Christ. This 
is something else than the statement of a certain formula about the person of 
Christ.” 

1 Even Semler admits this, but then observes : Est usitata Judaeorum descriptio, 
quae gravium peccatorum et flagitiorum magistrum diabolum designat, quam 
descriptionem non opus est ut Christiani retineant, quum non sint ex Judaeis. 

? Weiss groundlessly finds in what is said above an incorrect expression, and 
thinks that not the abiding, but the being, of the Word of God in them is the 
ground of their strength ; for to the Apostle John the being is really this only 
when it is a firm and abiding existence. 
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relation is correctly stated by Grotius, who explains the first 
kat by quia, the second by ob id.—o doyos Tod Ocod is not 
=Christ, but the word proceeding from God, ze. the Gospel, 
of which the personal Christ is no doubt the substance. 

Vv. 15-17. A warning against love of the world, which 
is directed neither specially to the children (Oecumenius: 
emTontar yap del ta radia wept TO dawvowevoy Hdv), nor 
specially to the young men (Bengel, Semler, Besser), but to 
all (Bede: omnibus haec generaliter ecclesiae filiis scribit). 

Ver. 15. un ayarare tov Kocpov] The meaning of ayarav 
depends on that of the idea xdopos.— xoopos is with John 
eminently an ethical conception = mankind, fallen away from 
God, and of hostile disposition towards Him, together with all 
that it lives for and has made its own; comp. on Jas. i. 27, 

iv. 4 (similarly Gerlach, Besser, Diisterdieck, Myrberg, Ebrard, 

Braune'), The explanations that deviate from this are divided 
into three leading classes—(1) Those in which xéopos is 
regarded as a total number of men indeed, but in a limited 
way; either = “the heathen world” (Lange), or more indefi- 
nitely: “the mass of common men” (Oecumenius: 0 cupdetos 
dyXos, ds od THY TOU TaTpos ever aydmny év éavTo; Calovius: 
homines dediti rebus hujus mundi), or “the greater part of 
men” (Grotius: humanum genus, secundum partem majorem, 
quae in malis actionibus versatur) ; Storr limits the idea here 
“to that part of the world which the antichristians con- 
stituted.” (2) Those which understand xocpos not of the 
human world itself, but of the evil dwelling in it; so says 
the Scholiast: Koopov tiv Koopixiy dirndoviav Kal diayvow 
héyet, js €otly dpywv o bidBoros; Luther: “the world, de. 
godlessness itself, through which a man has not the right use 
of the creatures ;” to this class belong also the explanations of 
Calvin, Morus, S. Schmid, Semler ;? but in this abstract sense 

1Tt might not be incorrect to suppose that John, when he here and after- 
wards in his Epistle places the xécz2s in sharp contrast with believers, specially 
understands the sum-total of those who, as the light has come into the world, 
love the darkness rather than light (Gospel of John iii. 18), and therefore not 

unsaved humanity as such, but those of mankind who resist salvation, while 
by Gacs 6 xéeuos (ii, 2) the whole human race, as needing salvation, is to be 

understood. 
* Calvin : Mundi nomine intellige, quicquid ad praesentem vitam spectat, ubi 

separatur a regno Dei et spe vitae aeternae. Ita in se comprehendit omne genus 
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the word never appears elsewhere; and besides, taking this 
view, difficulties appear in the sequel which can only be over- 
come by arbitrary interpretations. (3) Those explanations in 
which xocpos is regarded as the total of perishable (actual) 
things ; these things being regarded as purely physical, there 
lies in the idea xoopos, in and by itself, no ethical meaning, 

but this appears only through the a@yamav which is connected 
with it; the xoopos as a creature of God is in itself good and 
irreproachable, but the love to the xocpos, through which 
man centres his affections on it, and makes it the single aim 
of his activity, is to be blamed, because amid all association 

with earthly things it is not they, but God, that must be 
loved ; thus there results for the command: pa) ayamrate tov 
xoopov, certainly an appropriate idea; but what follows in 
vv. 16 and 17 has induced almost all commentators who 
accept this view to give, nevertheless, to the idea kdcpos 

itself, more or less distinctly, an ethical reference; thus Liicke 
indeed says: “0 «dcpos is, as the sum total of the temporal 
and sensuous, in contrast (!) to the mvedya, always only the 
objective sphere of evil, ie. to which it tends as ethical 
direction and disposition,” but immediately afterwards he 
explains the same idea “as the sum total of all sensuous 
appearances, which excite the desire of the senses ;” still more 
definitely de Wette says: “the sum total of that which attracts 
desire, the temporal, sensuous, earthly—regarded in contrast 
with God ;” but this connection of the ethical reference with 

the idea of actual things is itself rather unsuitable; not in 
the things, but in man himself, lies the cause of the seductive 
charm which things exercise upon him; besides, it is not 
possible to retain this conception of the word without 
modification to the end of the 17th verse.’ It is true some 

corruptelae et malorum omnium abyssum. Morus explains zeus; by : malum 
morale ; S. Schmid by : corruptio peccaminosa ; Semler by: vulgata consuetudo 
hominum, res corporeas unice appetentium. Here may be enumerated also the 
interpretation of Erdmann : totus complexus et ambitus mali, quatenus hoc non 
solum toti generi humano, verum etiam propter hominum a Deo defectionem 
omnibus rebus humanis totique rerum naturae inhaeret. 

1 Thus Liicke finds himself compelled in the case of rz» ty ra xécuw to make 
an abstraction of the things themselves, and to understand thereby their ethical 
reference ; and here results the certainly unjustifiable thought that this ethical 
reference of things has its origin in the things themselves (ix rod xdeuov). Still 
more decidedly, de Wette says that in the words ix rod xacuov izri, ver. 16, 

MeEYER.—1 JOHN. Yi 
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commentators’ distinctly say that John here makes a sort of 
play upon the word, but such an assumption does too much 
violence to the clearness and certainty of the thought for 
us to approve of it. The right view, therefore, is to take 

6 Kocpos here in the same sense that the word prevailingly 
has throughout John’s works, so that it signifies the world 
lying é€v 7@ trovnpd. This xocpos, this is the meaning of 
the apostle’s warning, is not to be the object of the ayamn 
of believers. From this it follows that ayamay here means 
neither “to love too much,” nor “to love with unhallowed 

sense,” but love in the strictest sense of the word, consisting 

in a life of inner fellowship.?— nde ta ev TO Koop] As 
xoopos is an ethical idea, natural objects as such cannot be 
meant by ta év Tt. x., but only these in so far as they are 
taken by the ungodly world into its service; or better, the 
apparently good things which the world pursues, or with 
which it delights itself, and which therefore belong to it, as 
riches, honour, power, human wisdom, and such like. Ebrard 

erroneously understands thereby “the different kinds of sinful 
impulse, thought, and action, eg. avarice, ambition, sensuality, 

and such like,” for either of these is plainly a love (although 
a false, unholy love) which cannot itself again be regarded as 
the object of love.—éav Tis dyad Tov Kocpor, ovK Eotw K.T.r.] 
By this sentence the apostle confirms the previous exhorta- 
tion, expressing the incongruity of love to the xdopos with 
the dydrn tod matpos; Bede: Unum cor duos tam sibi 

‘*§ xéeuos is not regarded as the sum total of earthly things, but as the sensuous 
life alienated from God, or as the sum total of worldly men who enjoy this ;” 
somewhat differently Briickner: ‘‘that the sum total of earthly evil, of the 
xécwos, is here regarded rather of real things, is clear from the subordinate 

clause pnd cz tv ra x. ; in ver. 16 the personal aspect prevails.” Neander, on 

ver, 16, equally deviates from the explanation which he had given of ver. 15; 
in the latter he regards é xécwos as “the world and earthly things,” but in the 
former as ‘‘ the predominating tendency of the soul to the world, the growing 

worldliness of the soul, which blends itself with the world.” 
1Thus a Lapide says (after he has assigned to the word three meanings, 

namely (1) homines mundani, in his proprie est concupiscentia ; (2) orbis sub- 

lunaris, in hoc mundo proprie et formaliter non est concupiscentia ; sed in eo est 
concupiscentia materialis i. e, objectum concupiscibile ; (3) ipsa mundana vita 
vel concupiscentia in genere) ; omnibus hisce modis mundus hic accipi potest et 
Johannes nunc ad unum, nunc ad alterum respicit ; Judit enim in voce mundus. 

2 Liicke groundlessly thinks the idea of love must necessarily be weakened 
to that of ‘mere longing for,” if by #725 the human world is understood. 
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adversarios amores non capit. By aydrn tod tatpos is to 
be understood neither the love of God to us (Luther IL, 
Calovius), nor the charitas quam Pater praescribit (Socinus) ; 
but, as by far the most of commentators (Bede, Beza, Grotius, 
Vatablus, Spener, etc., and all the modern commentators, 

even Ebrard, despite his erroneous interpretation of ver. 5), 
interpret, Jove to God.'—If watpés is the correct reading, 
then the name Father is here to be explained from the filial 
relationship of Christians to God, and points to their duty 
not to love the world, but God.— Between the two sorts of 

ayamn there is the same exclusive contrast as between the 

Ocd Sovrevew and papwvrd Sovrcdew, Matt. vi. 24. Compare 
also Jas. iv. 4: 7) iAla Tod Kdopov, éxOpa Tod Ocod éoriv. 

Ver. 16. Confirmation of the preceding thought that love 
to the world is inconsistent with love to God. — 6re wav To év 
7 Koop] Bede incorrectly explains the neuter here (as it 
certainly does appear elsewhere in John) as masculine: omnes 
mundi dilectores non habent nisi concupiscentiam; most 
commentators regard the expression as identical with the 
foregoing Ta év TS Koop; even Diisterdieck, who, in reference 
to the following 7 éiOuuia «.7.X., thinks that a “ change occurs 
from the representation of the objects of the love of the world 
to the subjective desire itself and its actual manifestations.” 
But even apart from the fact that the assumption of such a 
change in the form is only a makeshift, the expression of the 
apostle himself is opposed to this; for had he not meant by 
may TO év T. K. Something else than by ta év TH x., he would 
have put the neuter plural here also. Besides, it must not be 
overlooked why the following: 4 é@upia x.7.r. could not be 
the apposition stating the sense of may T. év Tt. x, (Frommann, 
p. 269). Accordingly, the apostle means by this expression : 
all that forms the contents, ze. the substance of the xdcpos ; 

its inner life, which animates it (Braune); in what this 
consists, the following words state. 1 évuyia Tis capKos 
«.7.d.| Although the ideas éwiOvpia and adafovela in them- 

1 A combination of both interpretations : amor patris erga suos et filialis erga 
patrem (Bengel), is clearly unjustifiable. 

2 According to Ebrard, r&y +d tv +. x. is a resumption of ra iv ©. x ; as, how- 

ever, he understands by it various kinds of conduct, etc., that idea is rightly 
interpreted by him. Myrberg agrees with the interpretation given above. 
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selves denote a subjective disposition of man, yet several 
commentators think that here not this, but the objective 
things are meant, to which that subjective disposition is 
directed (Bengel, Russmeyer, Lange, Ewald), or that the other- 
wise subjective idea disappears into the objective (de Wette), 
or at least that both the subjective and the objective are to 
be thought of together (Lorinus, Briickner). But with the 
correct conception of the ideas xkocpos and wav 70 év TO 
xoopm there is no apparent reason for such an arbitrary 
explanation, by which violence is done to the words of the 
apostle. — 1) émiOupia tis capxos] The genitive is here not 
the genitive of the object, but, as is the case with éwupia! 
always in the N. T. (except 2 Pet. ii. 10; on Eph. iv. 22 
comp. Meyer on this passage), the genitive of the subject, 
hence not: “the desire directed towards the flesh,” but: “the 

desire which the flesh, ze. the corrupted sensual nature of 
man, cherishes, or which is peculiar to the flesh ;” comp. Gal. 
v. 17: 1) oap& émOvpet.— Ebrard interprets, describing the 
genitive as that “of quality and reference,” for which he 
wrongly appeals to Eph. iv. 22, 2 Pet. ii. 10: “the desire 
which occurs in the sphere of the flesh ;” the apostle scarcely 
conceived the idea so indefinitely. The idea may be taken 
in a broader or in a narrower sense; the first view in Liicke 

(“fleshly, sensuous desire in general, in contrast to mvevuarte 

mepiratev and ayecOac; comp. Eph. ii. 3; 1 Pet. ii. 11”), 
de Wette, Neander, Diisterdieck ; in the second, the desire of 

sensuality and drunkenness is specially understood; Augustine: 
desiderium earum rerwn, quae pertinent ad carnem, sicut 
cibus et concubitus et caetera hujusmodi; similarly Grotius, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Sander, Besser, etc.; Briickner limits the 

idea to “the lust of the flesh in the narrower sense ;” Gerlach 

specially to every sort of pursuit of enjoyment ;* and Ebrard 
to “ sexual enjoyments.”’ The right explanation can be found 

1]t is arbitrary for Ebrard to say: ivéuuie is here—as in John viii. 44; 
Rom. vii. 8; Gal. v. 16, ete.—‘‘ that which one lusts after,” which indeed he 
again cancels by translating the word by ‘‘lust.”’ 

* Even Bengel takes the expression (while, however, he understands it of the 

objective things) in a narrower sense : ea quibus pascuntur sensus, qui appellantur 
{rnitivi: gustus et tactus. 

* This explanation results for Ebrard from the fact that he takes czp% here = 
cwue, and then describes the idea ‘‘ sensual” as identical with ‘‘ sexual” (!). 
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only on the consideration of the following expression. — xai 1} 
eTLOuuia Tov opOarpav] i.e. “the desire that is inherent in the 
eyes, that is peculiar to them ;” the expression is explained in 
this way, that the desire of seeing something is attributed to 
the sense of sight itself‘ This idea also is understood in a 
broader and in a narrower sense. As Liicke calls the eyes 
“as it were the principal gates of sensual desire for the 
external world,’ he identifies this idea with the preceding 
one; de Wette does the same, interpreting it (in objective 
aspect): “what the eyes see, and by what sensual desire is 
excited.” The connection by xai, however, which is further 

followed by a second «aé, shows that the two ideas are to be 
definitely distinguished. Accordingly, most commentators 
justly regard émi@. tov odOaruev as the description of a 
special sort of éwv@uuia; thus (against de Wette) Briickner in 
subjective and objective view: “the lust of the eyes, and, at 
the same time, that in which, as sensuous and earthly, the 

eyes delight.” Two different interpretations are found with a 
more exact definition. Very many commentators, as Luther, 

Socinus, Grotius, Hornejus, Estius, Lorinus, Wolf, Clarius, 

Paulus, Semler, Baumgarten-Crusius, Gerlach, ete.,? hold, 

though with some modifications, the expression to be sub- 
stantially synonymous with wdeove£ia, avaritia. On behalf of 
this interpretation, appeal is made principally to several 
passages of the O. T., and especially to Eccles. iv. 8, v. 10, 
Prov. xxiii. 5, xxvii. 20; but erroneously, for even thoug): 
the eye of the covetous or avaricious man looks with pleasure 
on his treasures, and eagerly looks out for new ones, still the 
possession or acquirement of wealth is to him the chief thing ; 
the striving for it, however, is not expressed by the phrase: 
evlOuuia Tov opGarper. Still less justifiable is the explana- 
tion of Ebrard, who partly agrees with those commentators, 
but regards the idea of “avarice” as too narrow ; and, with an 
appeal to passages such as Ps. xvii. 11, liv. 9, xci 8, xci. 12, 

Proy. vi. 17, etc., maintains that by 7 év0. 7. of@. is meant 

“the whole sphere of the desires of selfishness, envy, and 

1 Ebrard strangely thinks that in this view the genitive s¢éarway is regarded 
as objective genitive = ‘‘ the desire for eyes, i.e. for enjoyment of the eyes.” 

? Sander also explains it of avarice, but would not exclude the curiositas in 
spectaculis, etc., regarding this, however, as merely collateral. 
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avarice, of hatred and revenge (!).” Other commentators, on 
the contrary, retain the reference to the pleasure of mere 
sight, but limit this too much to dramatic performances, etc. ; 
thus Augustine: omnis curiositas in spectaculis, in theatris ; 
similarly Neander and others. Such a limitation, however, is 
arbitrary ; accordingly, others refer the expression to other 

objects of sight, thus Calvin: tam libidinosos conspectus 
comprehendit, quam vanitatem, quae in pompis et inani 
splendore vagatur; but it is more correct to take the reference 
to these things in a quite general way, and, with Spener, to 
interpret: “all sinful desire by which we seek delight in the 
seeing itself” (so also Braune); besides, it is to be observed 
that 1 éiOupia 7. 60. is not the desire for wealth, etc., 

which is excited by the sight (Rickli and others’), but the 
desire of seeing unseemly things, and the sinful pleasure 
which the sight of them affords.” Thus, this idea is quite 
exclusive of the évvOuula tis capxos; if the latter is taken 
quite generally, then the lust of the eyes is a particular 
species of it, which the apostle specially mentions in order to 
meet the idea that the desire of seeing anything can have 
nothing sinful in it. But, having regard to the simple 
juxtaposition of the ideas by «ai, it is more correct to suppose 
that John conceived the é7v0. ts capkos not in that general 
sense, but in the particular sense of the “lust for wealth and 
immoderate enjoyment,” so that the two ideas stand to one 
another in the relation not of subordination, but of co-ordina- 

tion, both being subordinate to the general idea of émOupia. 
—kKal 7 adralovela tod Biov] adafoveia is usually translated 
by superbia, ambitio (Socinus : ambitio in honoribus quaerendis 
ac sectandis), and by similar words, and thereby is understood 
ambition, together with the pride and haughty contempt for 
others which are frequently associated with it;? thus Cyril 

' Rickli interprets: ‘‘ the low, sensual style of thought, in so far as this is 
excited and fostered by the sight.” Diisterdieck understands by it specially 
covetousness and avarice; but at the same time observes that every sort of 

desire may be excited by the eye. 
* Bengel extends the idea beyond the limit which lies in the expression itself, 

when he explains: ea, quibus tenentur sensus investigativi: oculus, sive visus, 
auditus et olfactus. 

* Calvin : fastus aut superbia, cui conjuncta est ambitio, jactantia, aliorum 
contemptus, covcus amor sui, praeceps confidentia. 
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interprets (Homil. Pusch. xxvii.): aafoveiay t. B. dyot tév 

akwopatev vTrepoyny Kal TO Hpuévoy invos Kata ye TYyunv 
cal do€av. Thereby, however, its peculiar meaning is not 
assigned to the word. In the N. T. addafoveia only appears 
in Jas. iv. 16 (in the plural); the adjective ad\afov in 
tom. i. 30 and 2 Tim. ui. 2, in close connection with 

utrepynpavos, from which, however, it does not follow that the 

idea of ambition, thirst for glory, etc., is contained in it, but 

only that the adaf. is related to wrepndavia; in James is 
meant thereby—according to the context—the haughtiness 
which overlooks the uncertainty of earthly happiness, and 
ostentatiously relics on its permanence. In the same sense = 
ostentatious pride in the possession, whether real or pretended, 

of earthly good things, such as happiness, power, knowledge, 
ete., the word appears also in the Apocrypha of the O. T.; 
camp, | Wasd...v. 8, ,xvil, 75. 2,,Mace:, 1.>8, xv...6..,,.1m 

classical Greek dAafovela has almost always the collateral 
meaning of the unreality of proud ostentation (Theophr. 
Charact. 23: mpooroinais tis ayabav ovx dvtwv mpcs S0€av ; 
Plato, Phacdr.: &s mpooroimtixy ayabod 1) ayabdv tadv 
py) vTapyovt@y ; antithesis of e/pwveta), which has obtained 
in Hellenistic usage only in so far that the idea here also 
always refers to something by its very nature worthless and 

trifling, and in this way certainly includes a delusion or 
unreality. This meaning is to be retained here also, as is 
rightly done by Liicke, Sander, Besser, Braune ;* for examples 
in the Scriptures, comp. 1 Chron. xxii. 1 ff; Eccles. ii. 1 ff; 

Ezek. xxviii. 16,17; Dan. iv. 27; Rev. xvii. 4, xviii. 7, etc. 
The genitive tod Gov serves for the more particular definition 
of the idea; cos signifies in the N. T. either “temporal life” 
(1 Tim. i. 2; 1 Pet. iv. 3, Rec.), or more commonly “ the 

support of life, the means” (chap. iii. 17; Mark xii. 44; 

? With this view Neander, Gerlach, and Diisterdieck substantially agree also ; 

yet their paraphrases do not keep precisely enough within the definite limits of 

the extent of the idea, as they include ostentation, ambition, etc. ; a definite 
<listinction between this idea and imuyia is requisite. — Augustine not 
inaccurately describes the 2a¢{w» thus: jactare se vult in honoribus, magnus 

sibi videtur, sive de divitiis, sive de aliqua potentia. Ebrard wrongly denies 
that according to Hellenistic usage the element of pride is contained in the 
idea 2aaQovere ; neither in classical nor in Hellenistic usage has the word the 
meaning ‘‘ luxury,” which he maintains for it. 
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Luke viii. 43, xv. 12, 30, xxi. 4); it never has the meaning 

“conduct of life” (Ebrard). Following Polyb. Hist. vi. 576: 
» Tept Tovs Biovs adaloveia kai modvTédeva, it is appropriate 
to take Bios here in the second meaning, and the genitive as 

objective genitive (so Liicke); as, however, capxds and 
opOaruwov are subjective genitives, it is much more correct 
to take Biov also as subjective genitive, and accordingly to 
interpret: “the adafoveia peculiar to the Bios;” in the 
expression 7doval tod Biov, Luke viii. 14, tod Biov may also 
be the objective genitive, thus: “the pleasures which refer to 
the Sos, the temporal good ;” but more probably it is the 
subjective genitive here also, especially if it be connected with 
the preceding ideas (see Meyer on this passage), thus: “the 
pleasures peculiar to the present life.”* 

ReMARK.—It has almost become traditional to find the modes 
of appearance of the evil fully stated in this threefold form, 
corresponding to the triplicity which appears in the Greek 
writers, as 1n Eyeae: Clinias: girndovia wiv év rate droAuvoco: Tai 
Oa oupenroc, mheovscla O& ev TH xepduiveny, pircdocia. Of ev TH nadurepe- 
yew rin Town ve nai bworw 3 for other expressions, see Wetstein.? 
‘This threefold form, it has been thought, is found both in the 
fall and again in the temptation of Christ ; thus Bede, following 
Augustine, says: Per haec tria tantum cupiditas humana tenta- 
tur; per haec tria Adam tentatus est et victus; per haec tenta- 
tus est Christus et vicit; while a Lapide finds expressed in it 
even the contrast with the three Persons in the divine Trinity.* 
— Bengel opposes this view, and makes such a distinction 
between the é10. rig sapzos and the éid. 7. 690., that he refers 

' The commentators for the most part express themselves somewhat vaguely ; 
de Wette explains : ‘‘the enjoyment, combined with pride of (earthly) life (not : 
of the good things of life) ;” Braune says that the genitive is to be taken as 

subjective genitive, and then interprets: ‘‘the genitive +. Biov signifies the 
side on which ostentatious pride usually appears ;” Ewald translates: ‘*swind- 
ling in money,” which is not only indefinite, but even unjustifiable. 

* Ebrard justly denies that a division of sin as such is to be sought for here ; 
but his own view, that in that threefold form there is given a distribution of 

worldly conduct in its entire extent, and in this way, that first the relation of 
man to his own bodily and sensual nature is expressed, then the egotistical 
opposition to his fellow-men, and finally, his relation to them and complication 
with them, is, as resting on a false interpretation of the particular ideas, just as 
little to be justified. 

3 The counterpart of these three forms of the sinful life is, according to 
a Lapide, the three primariae virtutes : continentia, charitas, humilitas, which 
coincide very exactly with the three monastic vows of chastity, poverty, and 
obedience. 
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the former to the sensus fruitivi, the latter to the sensus inves- 
tigativi, but says of the daoveiw +r. 8.: arrogantia vitae est, 
quae cupiditatem foras educit et longius in mundum diffundit, 
ut homo velit quam plurimus esse in victu, cultu, etc.; and 
then observes: non concidunt cum his tribus tria vitia cardi- 
nalia: voluptas, avaritia, superbia ; sed tamen in his continen- 
tur. By the last clause Bengel shows, however, “that there is 
a trace of that scheme to be found even in him” (Diisterdieck). 
—Liicke has more decidedly expressed himself against it, 
inasmuch as he finds in that threefold form only “the three 
chief points of worldly lust” (according to the first edition, only 
“as examples”); and, moreover, tlie points “in which it pro- 
ceeds from the sensual desire to the climax of the a«Zoveia.” 
But Liicke’s own interpretation of the particular ideas is opposed 
to such a progress, as he makes the first two ideas to coincide in 
regard to their substance, and thus no progress takes place from 
the one éz:dvui« to the other, nor is it, besides, in any way hinted 
at by the apostle.— Liicke rightly contends that particular 
leading vices are the subject here; not individual vices, but 
the leading forms (Liicke'); or, as Briickner says, the leading 
tendencies of worldly sense are stated by the apostle in that 
threefold form. But in what relation do these stand to one 
another? According to Diisterdieck, the émduwia ris oupxos 
forms the superior idea, to which the two other ideas, as mutually 
co-ordinate, are in subordination: “ The first-mentioned lust of 
the flesh, the most comprehensive and thorough description of 
the love of the world (ver. 15), embraces both the lust of the 
eyes and the pride of life.’ This is incorrect. For, on the 
one hand, the éya«y to the xéouog is not to be identified with 
the éridumia s%¢ oupxés, as the latter rather describes the inner 
nature of the xéouos ; the apostle warns against that love, because 
in the zéouog the ériduuie which is not of God dominates; the 
thought that is to be supplied is this, that love to the xéou0s 
necessarily implies an entrance into its nature; and, on the 
other hand, the apostle’s form of expression is utterly opposed 
to such a subordination; the two first-mentioned forms of 
worldly sense are by the same appellation: émdyyia, closely con- 
nected with each other, and distinguished from the third, which 
is not called émituuzia, but druZoveta 5? It is unsuitable, however, 
to regard the latter as éduzia; éxiuwia is the desire directed to 
the attainment of any good—the lust for something (not exactly : 

1 When Liicke calls those three not merely the leading forms, but also the 

principles and sources of the worldly sense, this is not correct, for the worldly 
sense does not spring from the iriuuia x.7.2., but the latter is the living motion 
of the former. 

* Frommann (p. 270 ff.) justly remarks that the two leading forms are the 
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the lust or delight im anything), but the d&aZovefa is a definite 
behaviour in regard to the good which one possesses. The 
worldly man stands in a double relationship to the perishable 
good things; on the one hand, he aspires after them, whether 
he wants to possess and enjoy them or to delight himself with 
looking at them; on the other hand, he fancies himself great in 
them when he has them as his own.— That the whole sphere 
of sinful life is not here surveyed, Luther has noticed when he 
says: “The following three things are not of the Father, viz. : 
(1) hatred of the brethren; (2) the three idols of the world; 
(3) false and seductive teaching.” — Sander also brings out the 
same trichotomy of sinful corruption, appealing for it to chap. 
ii. 2-12, where the subject is the first, to vv. 15-17, where it is 
the second, and to ver. 19 ff., where it is the third. The apostle 
certainly mentions these different modes of the appearance of 
sin; but that the organism of the Epistle rests on this, is an 
assertion that goes too far. 

The following words: ov« éortw éx Tod Tatpos K.T.A.] ex- 
press the anti-divine character of the worldly nature of the 
érOupia K.T.X.— TaTnp, as in ver. 15; Koopos here quite 
in the same sense as before. — iva é« is, according to Paulus, 
Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, not the description of the 

origin, but only of the connection and similarity; by this 
view, however, the depth of John’s conception is ignored ; the 
expression rather embraces both, but the second only as the 
result of the first (so also Ebrard); comp. John vii. 44. — 
By the addition of dAN é« Tod Koopov é€oti the antagonism 
between God and the world, as the source of the ungodly 
disposition, is brought out with peculiar distinctness. 

Ver. 17 adds a new element to the preceding, whereby the 
exhortation of ver. 15 is strengthened and confirmed. — xat o 
Koopos Tapayerat] is frequently taken by commentators, with 
an appeal to 1 Cor. vii. 31, as an expression of the transitori- 
ness of the world; either the present being changed into the 
future (Bede: mundus transibit, quum in die judicii per ignem 
in meliorem mutabitur figuram, ut sit coelum novum et terra 
nova), or the peculiar nature of the world being regarded as 
described in it (Oecumenius: Ta Koopixd eriOupypata ovK 
eye. TO pévov Te Kal éoTas, GAXA Tapdyetar); Diisterdieck 

loituwia and the &ruZoveia ; that the txiuuia signifies the desire, and the érafo- 

veiz the action, which in the attainment of the object desired has already found 

its- satisfaction, 
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combines both; the apostle, according to him, expresses a 
truth “which holds good with ever present meaning, and 
which will thereby show itself some time in fact” (so also 
Ebrard and Braune). But ver. 8 and the following ésyarn 
pa éotiv make it more than probable that the apostle here 
also uses mapdyerat in the consciousness of the approaching 
second advent of Christ and the judgment on the xocpos 
which is connected with it, thus: “the world is in the state of 
disappearing ;” in 1 Cor. vu. 31: wapdyer TO cxHpa Tod 
koopouv TovTou is said with the same feeling. — xal 1 émvOupia 
avtod| With the world passes away also the éwiOupta which 
dwells in it; whereby the apostle briefly refers to the three- 
fold form previously named: avrod is not genitive of the 
object (Liicke, Neander, Sander, Besser), but of the subject 
(Diisterdieck, Braune) ; though there is mention previously of 
an ayamav tov Kocpov, yet there is none of an émiOupla 
directed towards the xocpos; the contrary view rests on an 

erroneous interpretation of xodcpos. —o 5& trowdy To OéAnwa 
tod Ocod] antithesis to 6 Kdcpos, which in its éwiupia does 
not do the will of God. It is true, “o watyp” is previously 
put as antithesis to the xoopos, but it does not follow from 
this that the antithesis here is not to be taken as fully 
corresponding, and “ éviOuyav” to be taken out of éuGupia 
(Liicke) ; the appearance of this arises only from the fact that 
koopos is taken as something concrete. The expression used 
by the apostle is synonymous with 6 ayarav tov Ocov; for 
the doing of the divine will is the effect of love to Him. — 
fever eis TOV ai@va| antithesis of mapayerar; the expression 
signifies, as frequently, eternal, infinite endurance, comp. John 
vi. 51, 58, viii. 35, ete. That John regarded this abiding for 

ever as the eternally happy life in the fellowship of God is 
certain, but is not contamed in the expression. To the 
Koopos is assigned O@avatos, to the children of God fa 

ai@yLos. 
Vv. 18-27. Warning against the antichrists, whose pre- 

1 Ebrard arbitrarily explains that by ai#y is to be understood ‘“‘the Aeon 
which will begin with the visible establishment in glory of Christ’s kingdom on 
earth,;’ and that 6 roay ... sis +. ziave therefore means: ‘‘ he who does the will 

of God shall remain till the establishment of the kingdom of Christ—he will 
be permitted to see the victory of Christ’s kingdom.” 



348 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF TITE APOSTLE JOHN. 

sence shows that the last hour has come. Description of 
them, and exhortation to believers to continue in that which 

they have heard from the beginning, combined with the 
testimony that they have known the truth.—This section 
stands in closest connection with the preceding one ; for, in 

the first place, the preceding exhortation is occasioned by the 
thought that it is €ésyarn wpa, as is evidenced by the appear- 
ance of the dytiypsotot; and, in the second place, the 

avtixpistot, of whom the apostle treats here, are, as it is 

put in chap. iv. 5: &€« Tod Kocpou. 
Ver. 18. The appearance of the avtiypictoe shows that the 

last hour has come. — zra:d/a] not an address to the children 
(see on vv. 12-14), but to all readers.\— éoyarn dpa éori | 
éoxaTn wpa may be the whole Christian era from the 
incarnation of Christ to His second advent. In the O. T. 
prophecy the appearance of the Messiah was promised N”N83 
own (Isa. ii. 2; Hos. iii. 5; Mic. iv. 1, LXX.: év tals ésydrais 
nuepats; comp. also Acts ii. 16). Hence arose among the 
Jews the distinction of the two eras: 739 Dry (aidy odTos) 
and N37 Dey (aidy pérdXov), the former the time up to the 
appearance of the Messiah, the latter embracing the 
Messianic time itself.—In the N. T. are found, partly the 
former idea that Christ has appeared in the last time (Heb. i. 
1; 1 Pet. i. 20), partly also the distinction of these two 

periods, but in this way, that the ai@v odros does not close 
with the first appearance of Christ, but only with his Parousia, 
which coincides with the ouvtéXeva Tod ai@vos; comp. Mark 
x. 30; Luke xx. 34, 35; Eph. i. 21.— Inasmuch as the 

period which begins with the birth of Christ is now the last 
preceding the ovvtéXea, it may be described by the expres- 
sion €oydtn dpa, as Calvin says: ultimum tempus, in quo sic 
complentur omnia, ut nihil supersit praeter ultimam Christi 
revelationem. This view is the customary one with the older 
commentators; Semler agrees with it, but the context is 
opposed to it; on the one hand, it results from vv. 8 and 17 
that the apostle is writing with a presentiment of the 
Parousia of Christ; and, on the other hand, the conclusion of 

! For the contrary, Ebrard appeals to the peculiarly childlike character of this 
section ; but plainly this bears no other character than the whole Epistle, of 
which Ebrard himself says that it could only be understood by adults. 
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this verse: 60ev «.7.X., shows that the apostle cannot here mean 
the whole period extending from the first appearance of Christ 
to His second coming, but only a distinct time in it, namely, 
the time immediately preceding its termination; in favour of 
this also is the wsus loguendi of the N. T.; comp. 2 Tim. 
ity! Fee dase) 1° Pets <1, vis) 2> Pety iii; 3 ; along with 
which it is to be observed that, especially in the Gospel of 
John, the day of judgment is called 7 nyépa éoydty.  Liicke, 
Neander, Baumgarten-Crusius, Gerlach, Erdmann, Myrberg, 
Ebrard, etc., have therefore rightly interpreted the expression 
as a description of this time. The hesitation to admit that 
the apostle was mistaken in his expectation of the nearness of 
the advent, has given rise to many a false interpretation. 
Socinus and Grotius think that é€cydrn apa is the time 
immediately preceding the destruction of Jerusalem ; this view 
approximates to that of Diisterdieck, according to which the 
last time before the commencement of the «pious is meant, 
which had its beginning at the destruction of Jerusalem. But 
the scruple is not overcome by this, for chap. ii. 28 shows 
that John regarded the zapovoia of the Lord as near, and not 
as distant, just as the other apostles, and especially also 
Paul, according to 1 Thess. iv. 15, in view of which even 
Diisterdieck finds himself compelled to admit this; Besser 
urges the want of the article, and translates: “a last time,” 
ze. the time before a special revelation of the judicial glory 
of Christ, in which the last hour before the universal final 

judgment is prefigured ; but it is well known that the article 
is often wanting just with ideas which are definite in them- 
selves; to which it may be added that the idea of such a 
succession of different epochs, which are to be regarded as 
special revelations of the judicial power of Christ, is 
nowhere found expressed in the N. T! Oecumenius 
regarded it as likely that éoydrn here is used = yerpiorn; 
this explanation is found in Schoettgen (tempora periculosa, 

i Braune, who speaks of Calvin’s view and that of Besser as ‘‘ worthy of 
notice,” expresses himself somewhat vaguely when he says: ‘‘ The expression 
izxarn wpa is to be taken prophetically, eschatologically, and has a value con- 
nected with the history of the kingdom, even a historical reference to the Parousia 
of Christ, as the beginning of the second era of the world, but no chronological 
reference to the date of the commencement of this Parousia.” Clearly a quite 
arbitrary assertion, 
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pessima et abjectissima), Carpzov, and others (similarly Paulus: 
it is a late, ae. dark, and ever growing worse, time); whereas 
the distinction between these ideas is perfectly clear from 
2 Tim. iii, 1: &» éoyadtais nyépais evoticovTar Kaupol 
xanrerrot.. The result of an impartial exegesis therefore 
remains, that—as the other apostles—John also expected that 
the advent of the Lord would soon take place.” It was only 
when the first generation of believers was already dead, without 
that expectation having been fulfilled, that in the conscious- 
ness of Christians the period till the coming of the Lord 
extended to an indefinitely distant limit, without, however, 
extinguishing the hope of His speedy advent; comp. 2 Pet. 
il. 4 ffi; but that later still the time which began with the 
appearance of false teachers was regarded as the last, is proved 
by Ignatius, ep. ad Eph. c. xi.— Kal xabas jeovoate x.7.d.| 
With the observation that it is the last time the apostle con- 
nects the other, that in accordance with what his readers have 

heard, that the avt/ypictos would come, many dvrixpic Tot 
have already come. Bengel supplies before xaOes: “et ita 
est,’ and after xa’: “adeo” (et ita est, sicut audistis, nempe 

antichristum venire: atque adeo jam multi, etc.);. these 

1 Peculiar, but artificial, is Bengel’s interpretation, which, moreover, rests on 

the false opinion that the children are here specially addressed : wltima, non 
respectu omnium mundi temporum sed in antitheto puerulorum ad patres et ad 
juvenes. Tres omnino horae erant, quarum una post aliam et inchoavit, et 
conjunctim continuato cursu ad finem se inclinavit, Patrum itemque juyenum 
hora statim absoluta fuit. Hine puerulis Johannes dicit : ultima hora est. Hac 
ultima hora nos etiamnum vivimus omnes. 

2 In opposition to the ‘‘ prejudice” that the apostles regarded the advent as 
so near, Sander thinks that they could not possibly have imagined that ‘‘all 
the great changes, transformations, and developments,” to which 2 Thess. iii. 3, 
tom, xi. 25, 26, Luke xxi. 24-26 allude, could be accomplished within a genera- 

tion. But could not important events take place within a comparatively short 
period? As it was not the business of the apostles to foresee the course of 
history, it cannot be any reproach on them if they cherished the hope that the 
longed-for coming of the Lord would soon occur, especially as they formed out 
of this hope no peculiar doctrine, and did not venture to determine the time and 
the hour. The certainly extravagant assertion of Ebrard, that it would have 
been contrary to the order of God’s economy of revelation if John, at the time 
when he wrote his Epistle, had not expected the second advent of Christ in the 
near future, rests entirely on Ebrard’s views of the Apocalypse, from the visions 
of which, according to him, it could only be clear to the apostle for the first 
time that the tpxeues of the Gospel of John xxi, 22 is to be understood of the 
coming of the Lord in a vision, ae 
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supplements are, however, unnecessary, for the «ai before 

yov is not the simple copula, but serves to mark the appear- 

ance of the dvtiypiotos as a fact corresponding to the xca@as 

HKOvTATE KTr: “as ye have heard, etc., so, accordingly, many 

avrixpiotoe are even now actually appearing.» Kxabos 

AKovoate, namely, by the apostolic declaration, which had 

been communicated to his readers (comp. vv. 7, 24) either 

by John, or even earlier, by Paul especially, according to 

Semler by Jewish teachers, who were spreading false rumours 

of the end of the world (!). 87s (6) dvtixpustos épxetas Kat 

x.t..] The present épyetas is put for the future; it marks 

what is still future as a certainly occurring event; Ebrard 

incorrectly translates épyerae by “is to come ;” even in the 

passages cited by him: chap. iv. 3; Matt. xi. 3; Gospel of 

John xvi. 13; Rev. i. 8 (why not i. 4%), épyerGas does not 

express simply the idea of the future ; besides, Ebrard inter- 

prets correctly : “ will one day appear.” — The prophecy that 

before Christ comes (hence before His Parousia) Antichrist 

will come, accordingly formed a part of the apostolic preach- 

ing, although it is not contained in the last discourses of Christ 

that have been handed down to us, for the wevdorpophrat 

and the yevdoyporor, whose appearance Christ foretells, are 

not to be identified with the dvréypsotos. — According to the 

view which has prevailed from antiquity, the avtixpiotos and 

the woddol dvtixpictou are to be distinguished in this way, 

that the latter are only the tpodpoyos of the former, in which 

for the first time the antichristian spirit which already animates 

them will be revealed in his full perfection and energy ; 

Bengel, deviating from this, takes the expression avtlypioTos 

as a collective idea: ubi Joh. antichristum, vel spiritum 

antichristi, vel deceptorem et antichristum dicit, sub singulari 

numero, omnes mendaces et veritatis inimicos innuit. Anti- 

christus pro antichristianismo, sive doctrina, et multitudine 

hominum Christo contraria dicitur; with this interpretation 

Lange, Baumgarten-Crusius, Besser, and Myrberg agree. But 

neither here nor in iv. 1 ff does John say that Antichrist has 

already come; here he merely indicates the fact that soddo 

avTixpioToe yeyovacw as corresponding to the announcement 

1 Diisterdieck : ‘‘ With the expectation ¢r: 6 ayriyp. %ox., founded on the 

apostolic teaching, corresponds the fact already begun: dyrixp. Torro yeyovaciv.” 
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of the coming of Antichrist, and in the other passage it is 
merely stated that many wevdorpodyrar are gone out into the 
world, and that the awvedua of Antichrist is already in the 
world. In the passage 2 John 7, “it is true that the explana- 
tory clause odrds éotw 6 TAdvos Kal o avTiypicTos refers sO 
directly to the preceding woAXol wAadvor,” that it appears that 
“the identity is thereby indicated” (1st ed.); but this direct con- 
nection may, no doubt, be explained in this way, that he who 
speaks through the many is, according to John, no other than 
the one Antichrist ; and even though John “ neither describes 
the avrixypiotos as the mpodpouor, nor the avtiypiotos as the 
one in whom the principle that animates them is concentrated 
in highest potency,” it is to be remembered that John is 
speaking of the Antichrist here, not in doctrinal aspect, but 
only in order to show by the heretics, whom he calls dyti- 
xplorot, that the wvedua of Antichrist is already év Té Koopo." 
The name avtiypioros is not found in the Scriptures outside 
of the First and Second Epistles of John; only in the later 
ecclesiastical literature does it appear frequently. -— That the 
prefixed avtzs does not express the substitutionary reference 
(as in avtiBacirevs), but the reference of antagonism, is with 

justice now commonly recognised; but the prevailing transla- 
tion: “enemy of Christ,’ is grammatically inaccurate, as in 
substantive compounds formed with ayrs (in the antagonistic 
sense) the substantive is an object which by av7z is described 
as standing in opposition to an object of the same kind. Thus, 
an avtipirdcogos is not an “ opponent of philosophy” (Ebrard), 
or of philosophers, but a philosopher who is opposed to other 
philosophers, a hostile philosopher; comp. avtipayntis, avTt- 
TaraoTys, avTitods, avtTippnors, avtippoia «.t.r. <Accord- 
ingly, 6 avtixpuotos does not mean generally: the enemy of 

! Weiss justly maintains, against Frommann and Reuss, according to whom 
John has spiritualized or confused the dogma of Antichrist, that he in no way 
denies the reality of the Antichrist, although Weiss thinks that John regards 
the prophecy of the Antichrist as fulfilled in this, that the spirit of Antichrist 
has come into the world, and in the false teachers is denying the fundamentals of 
Christian truth. 

* From this it is clear that the rule laid down by Liicke, that ‘‘ the word com- 
pounded with dvr is the object of the opposition,” can by no means hold good 
for all compounds with @»7, inasmuch as the examples adduced by Liicke : @yri- 
pploy axpov, avrisopsios, avTnAsos, avridvpos, are not substantives ; and, in the second 

place, 4», does not express in them the idea of hostile antagonism. 
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Christ, but the “opposition Christ,” i.e. that enemy of Christ 
who, under the false pretence of being the real Christ, seeks 
to destroy the work of Christ." Almost all commentators 
have correctly supposed that John understands by this enemy 
the same as Paul speaks of in 2 Thess. 1. 3; the features 
which appear in the description of the Apostle Paul and in 
the statements of John correspond too closely to permit of 
this being doubted; according to both, his appearance in the 
Church is preceded by a falling away (John says in ver. 19 
of the antichrists: €& juav é&7AOov ; Paul in ver. 3 speaks of 
an atootacia connected with his aroxdduyis); both ascribe 
to him a God-opposing, wicked nature (Paul calls him 6 av@pw- 
Tos THS apaptias, 6 dvouos; John puts the mvedpua Tod avtu- 
xpictov in antithesis to the mvetua Tod Oecod, and says of the 
antichrists who are animated by the former, that they are é« 
Tod xoopov); both characterize him as a liar, who seeks to 
establish the lie against the truth; according to both, he 
appears in the last time before the Parousia of Christ; even 
the names correspond with each other, for even though the 
hame avriypistos contains an important feature which is not 
expressed in the name o dytixeiuevos, yet this very feature 
comes out so distinctly in the Pauline description, that it is 
clear how suitable John’s appellation of that enemy is; when, 
namely, Paul describes him as the &v@pwos tis dpaptias, 
and afterwards says of him that he dzodeikvvcr éavtov, dtc 
é€oTl Océs, this points to the fact that he will represent him- 
self as the cncarnate God,—and this is just what is indicated 
in the name avtiypioTos. 

REMARK.—On the various views of the Antichrist, see Liine- 
mann on-2 Thess. i. 1-12, p. 204 ff, and Diisterdieck on this 
passage. — The Greek Fathers regard the Antichrist usually as 
aman who, as an instrument of the devil, imitates the true 
Christ, comp. Hippolyt. de consummat. mundi, ¢. vi. 14, ¢. xlviii. ; 
Cyril, Catech. xv.; yet there is also found the incorrect view that 
he is the incarnate devil himself (comp. Theodoret, Zpit. div. 

1 While Briickner agrees with the explanation given here, it is opposed by 
Braune ; but he does not pay attention to the grammatical vindication. Besides, 

it is to be observed that the more particular definition of ‘‘ false pretence ” does 
not lie in the word itself, but certainly in the fact, since there is only one Christ ; 
it is different in the case of the wor] dvripiascogos. 

Meyver.—1 Joun. Z 
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deeret. c. xxiii., and Comment. in Dan. ii.; Hippolyt. c. xxii). — 
Like the Parousia of Christ, so the appearance of Antichrist 
also belongs still to the future; of antichrists, as they had 
appeared in the time of John, there has never since been any 
lack ; but the Antichrist has not yet come, and it was equally 
arbitrary for Grotius to regard Barkochba, or others Mohammed, 
or Luther the Pope, or Catholics Luther, and so on, as Anti- 
christ. — Not merely rationalistic writers, but also Liicke, 
de Wette, Neander, and others, distinguish form and idea in 
John’s representation of the future appearance of the Anti- 
christ. As the fundamental idea, they regard the thought that, 
equally with the development of Christianity, the evil will 
gradually increase more and more in its contest against Christ, 
until at last, when it has attained its highest summit, it will be 
completely conquered by the power of Christ. As the Form 
they regard the representation that this highest energy of the 
evil will finally appear in one single person. For such a dis- 
tinction it is difficult, however, to show any justification, as 
Scripture itself gives no suggestion of it ; it is therefore rightly 
rejected by Diisterdieck, Braune, Briickner. 

In the words: Kat viv avtixpiotor TodXol yeyovacw, the 
apostle mentions the fact in which the expectation: Oru 6 
avtixpiotos épxetas, is beginning to be realized. The avri- 
xpecrot are the heretics who accept the lie described in ver. 22 ; 
but they bear that name because the wvedua Tod avtiypiotou 
animates them, and thus the Antichrist himself is already 
revealing himself in them. yeyovacw is not = coeperunt esse 
(Erasmus), but: “they have become,” ze. they are already in 
existence. By means of the subordinate clause 60ev ywvaoko- 
pev «.7.d., the connection between the two first parts of the 

verse is to be recognised. 
Ver. 19. Relation of the dvtiypicroe to the Christian 

Church. — €& jar é&fOav, adv ovx Hoav €& jv] On the 
form of the second aorist with a, see Winer, p. 68 (VIL p. 71). 
— By nov we are not to understand the Jews (Grotius, 
Eichhorn, Rickli), nor the apostles (S. Schmid, Spener, Besser, 
and others), but Christians in general, as the Church of Christ. 
€£7 Gay is taken by several commentators = prodierunt (Vul- 
gate, Baumgarten-Crusius, Erdmann, and others), finding the 

1 Ebrard finds himself compelled by his interpretation of rasd/« not to include 
in 4u:is those addressed, but to say: “‘ the apostle puts himself and the Church 

in contrast to the little ones whom he addresses.” 
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idea of origin expressed in it; this is incorrect; the following 
pewevyjKxeccay shows that it is rather to be taken in the sense 
of secessio (so Augustin, Bede, Erasmus; and among the 

moderns, Liicke, Diisterdieck, Ebrard, Braune, and others). 

By the emphatic position of é&€ sav it is brought out that 
the antichrists were previously pe 7uav, and belonged there- 
fore to the Christian Church. How far this separation had 
been formally accomplished, John does not say; but it is 
contained in é&\ Gav that they had taken up an antagonistic 
position, not merely to the apostolic doctrine (Beza: ad muta- 
tionem non loci sed doctrinae pertinet), but to those who by 
their faithful observance of the unadulterated gospel proved 
themselves to be the children of God (as also Braune).— 
GXN ovK Aoav €& jueav] addr’ expresses the contrast to the 
preceding thought: although they went out from us (and 
therefore were connected with us), yet they were not of us. 
eivau é€k expresses connection in the most complete reality, 
thus: they were not of us, viz. in such a way that they would 
have really belonged to us, as common members of one body, 
in which one soul lives; in contrast to which the etvar perd 
contained in the following peuernxercay adv pe? judy ex- 
presses the outward fellowship as distinguished from the 
former idea. Even here é« does not depart from its original 
meaning (see on ver. 16), for he only truly belongs to the 
Church of the Lord who in regard to his inner life has pro- 
ceeded from it, zc. from the Spirit ruling in it.’ The imper- 
fect #joav embraces the whole previous period during which 
the antichristians were connected with the believers, and does 

not merely refer to the time immediately preceding their 
separation (Episcopius, -Socinus).— That they were not é& 
nov, John proves by the words: ef yap joav é& judy, pepe- 
wycecav av pe? iyov. The avtixpiotoe belonged therefore 
to the Christians for a while; they were per’ adreér, although 
not €£ avtéy, for in this case they would also have remained 

1 Diisterdieck : ‘‘ That those antichrists left the fellowship of the believers, 
follows from pzmevix. av uel auav; but the original, inner, ethical relationship 
of those men who went out from the bosom of Christian fellowship and fell away 
from it, is indicated by the different meaning in which the same phrase #& auay 
appears, on the one hand, with 227aéa», with which u:usvix. z..a. is to be com- 
bined ; and, on the other hand, in the expressions od% jcav 2% jum and ei yap icay 
2% mye.” 
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pet avtadv. Here, too, John proceeds on the idea that the 

pévewy is the evidence of the eivaz. On the pluperfect with- 
out the augment, see Winer, p. 67 (VII. p. 70).— arr iva 
havepwOaow x.7.r.| adda refers back to €&fAOay, or to the 
thought: ob peuernxace pe?” nuov: “but they have not 
remained with us.” Less simply Diisterdieck interprets : 
“they have not remained with us, but (a\Xa) they have been 
separated from us, in order that.” Such a double supplement 
is not necessary, for dAAd is not necessarily the antithesis of 
a negation. — By wa «.7.d. it is not the result (Paulus), but 
the purpose that is stated,—the purpose, namely, of their 
separation or not remaining, which was willed by God; the 
purpose is that it might be manifest that they are not €& yuav. 
The connection of gavepwPacvv with the following 67 ovx« 
cial mavres €& nuov is not quite regular; Socinus construes 
ov and aavtes together: non omnes—nulli i. e. nemo ex 
illis est ex nostro numero; this is incorrect, ov wavtes is 

not = nulli, but = nonnulli ; de Wette rightly supposes the con- 
junction of two thoughts, viz. (1) wa gavepwOh, bri ovK eicl 
mavtes €E& nudv; and (2) va davepwOdou, bt1 ov« cia e& 
nov, only de Wette should have put the second thought first, 
for John’s immediate intention was, as the plural davepwfacw 
shows, to speak only of the avtiypioros, but then he extends 
his idea so as to introduce the new subject wavtes; the sense 
is: it was to be made manifest in the avt(ypiotou that they 
were not—and therefore that all who were pe?” nudv were 
not—é£é xuev (so also Braune’).— For the work of the 
Christian Church it is necessary that it shall be manifest who 
really belongs to it and who does not; this «pious is the pur- 
pose for the sake of which God has so arranged it that those 
avtixpictot should go out; comp. with the idea in 1 Cor. 
m1 a 

REMARK.—In the words: « joav ¢& qudiv, wewevynerouy ay wed 
j0», this thought is contained: He who really belongs to the 
Church never leaves it; he who leaves it shows thereby that 

1 Myrberg interprets : sed (egressi sunt) ut manifesti redderentur ; nam non 
omnes sunt de nobis ; but incorrectly, for (1) pavepuéaow requires a more parti- 
cular definition ; and (2) the idea: non omnes sunt de nobis, cannot serve to 

establish the idea gavpwéaew According to Hilgenfeld, revs is to be referred 
only to the antichrists : ‘‘ that they all were not of us ;’’ but this is refuted by 
the position of réyr:s. 
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he did not really belong to it. This confidence of the apostle 
in the preserving love of the Lord, and in the faithfulness of 
those whom He has saved, seems to be opposed to the idea 
brought out in Heb. vi. 4 ff, that even those who were once 
enlightened, and have tasted of the heavenly gift, and were 
made partakers of the Holy Ghost, etc., may fall away. But, 
as constantly in his Epistle, so here also John speaks absolutely, 
without taking into view the state of gradual development, from 
which, however, it does not follow that he does not recognise 
it. The one circumstance that he exhorts believers as such to 
abide in Christ, shows that he would not deny the possibility of 
their falling away; only it is—justly—certain to him that he 
who does not abide had not yet with his whole heart entered 
into the fellowship of the Lord, but, even though touched by 
His love, and exhibiting the trace of love towards Him, had 
nevertheless not broken completely with the world. Ebrard 
thinks that the apostle means only, that temptation by this 
particular lie (namely, by Gnosticism) is only possible with 
those who in their inner being were previously strangers to 
Christianity ; but even though John here speaks of particular 
Autichrists, yet the general thought is at the basis of the words 
ei joav uttered in reference to them; otherwise the apostle would 
have definitely pointed out the difference of these apostates from 
others to whom the word has no reference. — Augustin, Calvin, 
Beza, etc., find in the words a confirmation of their doctrine of 
predestination, but only by inserting in them ideas which are 
foreign to them, since the subject here is neither a donum 
perseverantiae nor a distinction of the vocati and electi. 

Vv. 20, 21. Testimony that the believers, to whom the 

apostle writes, know the truth. — cat byels ypioua éyetre| The 
apostle writes this neither as a captatio benevolentiae (Lange), 
nor as a justification of the brevity of his writing on the fore- 
going subject (a Lapide), nor for the purpose of quieting his 
readers, “ who at the appearance of so many Antichrists might 
possibly be alarmed for the safety of their own faith” (Liicke), 
but in order to make the warning contained in his words in 
reference to the antichristian lie the more forcible; see on 

ver. 12. — Most commentators take «ai here as particula 
adversativa (so even de Wette ; more cautiously Liicke: “the 
logical relationship of this verse to ver. 19 is that of an 
antithesis, therefore xa’ becomes logically adversative ”) ; the 
incorrectness of this view is recognised indeed by Diisterdieck 
and Ebrard, yet they maintain the antithetical reference of 
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this verse to the preceding one; and of course in itself there 
is nothing against the supposition of a connection of adversa- 
tive ideas by the simple copula; but that an adversative 
relationship occurs here is very much to be doubted, for the 
apostle did not now need to say to his readers that they, as 
such as have the ypiopa, were in opposition to the antichrists, 
and, besides, in the sequel that idea is not further followed 

up.’ It is more suitable to the context to connect the first 
part of this verse closely with the second, and in this two- 
claused sentence to find the presupposition stated for what is 
said in the following verse (so also Briickner). — ypicpa 
appears in the N. T. only here and in ver. 27; according to 
Greek wsus loguendi, it is the anointing oil; as in the O. T., 
for example Ex. xxix. 7, xxx. 31. “In the O. T. the holy 
anointing oil is constantly the type of the Holy Spirit, both 
where anointing appears as a figurative action (besides the 
passages quoted, in 1 Sam. x. 1 ff, xvi. 13, 14) as well as 
where it appears in figurative language (Ps. xlv. 8; Isa. lxi. 1), 
But that which in the O. T. is presented in type and shadow, 
in the N. T. has appeared in truth and substance” (Besser) ; 
xpiopa is therefore a symbolical expression for the Holy 
Spirit, as xpiew, moreover, is frequently used of the gift of 

the Holy Spirit; comp. Acts iv. 27, x. 38; 2 Cor.i. 21. With 
this most of the commentators agree, only that ypiopa is 
usually incorrectly explained as the act: “ unctio, anointing,” 
and this is then taken as a description of the Holy Spirit ; 
so by Augustin, and even by de Wette, Ewald, Sander, and 
Erdmann. It is erroneous to understand ypicwa of the “true 
tradition about Christ, vividly transmitted, proceeding from 
the apostles” (Késtlin, p. 243), or of the working of the Holy 
Spirit (Didymus : charitas, quae diffunditur in cordibus nostris 
per spiritum sanctum; Socinus: divinum beneficium cogno- 
scendi ipsas res divinas, quatenus homini est opus; Emanuel 

1 By this, however, it is not meant that the apostle, when he turns to his 

readers with Seis, does not contrast them at all with the antichrists, but only 

that he does not do it in this sense, that he wishes thereby to emphasize a con- 

trast between them. Had the apostle intended this, he would certainly not 
have used xa/, for in such antitheses xa/ is only suitable when the predicates 
exactly correspond with one another (e.g. they have +3 wvijua ro avrixpirrov, and 

ye have +3 xvtde Oz00); but even then usually 3: is used (comp. Matt. v. 21, 22, 

and many other passages), or no particle at all (comp. John iii. 31, ete.). 
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Sa: christianismus), or of the act in which the Spirit is given 
to Christians, thus of baptism (Ewald) or of confirmation. 
Oecumenius wrongly finds here (éddSete Sia Tod Barricwatos 
TO xpiopa TO lepov, Kal Sua TovUTOU TO cis TacaY THy adjPeEay 
odnyoov vuds Ociov mvedwa) an allusion to the old custom of 
anointing the candidate for baptism; this custom does not 
belong to the apostolic age, but was probably first introduced 
by this passage, as Bengel has observed.’ It is, on the whole, 
less likely that John was here thinking of the communication 
of the Spirit by means of baptism, as is usually supposed, than 
that he was thinking of that by means of the preaching of the 
gospel (Diisterdieck), as in the whole context there is nothing 
to suggest the former.” That John uses just the word ypicpa 
is not without meaning; as in the O. T. not only kings, but 
also priests and (sometimes) prophets were anointed, he 
reminds believers thereby “of their high honour, calling, 
office, and glory” (Sander)? If it be the case that there is 
also an allusion in it to the name of the Antichrist (Bengel, 
Diisterdieck), then the apostle wanted to bring out that 
believers in possession of the ypioua are enabled fully to 
know the antichristian ~ypeddos in its contradiction to the 
anryjOeva ; see ver. 21, — éxete amo tod ayiov] For éyere, in 

1 As Bengel thinks that this whole section is addressed to the children, he 
says: Eam unctionem spiritualem habent +2 adie pueruli; namque cum 
baptismo, quem susceperunt, conjunctum erat donum Spiritus s., cujus signi- 
ficandi causa ex hoc ipso loco deinceps usu receptum esse videtur, ut oleo corpora 
baptizatorum ungerentur. — How in modern times this passage is misused as a 
proof of the post-apostolic origin of the Epistle, see the Introduction, sec. 3. 

* As quite arbitrary interpretations, we may further mention here that of 
Semler and that of J. J. Hess (Flatt’s and Susskind’s Magaz. vol. xiv.) ; the 
Jormer, on the false assumption that the Epistle is addressed especially to the 
presbyters also, explains xpicw« by: legitima auctoritas docendi, and adds: 
xpiowe est idem ac xeépopxe illud, cujus auctor spiritus s., qui per apostolos 
impertitur doctoribus ; and the latter understands by it the instruction which 
the Churches of Asia Minor received about Antichrist through the Apocalypse. 

3 Neander: ‘‘ That which in the Old Covenant was connected only with 
individuals to whom in some way the guidance of God’s people was entrusted, 
with individuals who thereby were singled out from the mass of the rest of the 
people, this under the New Covenant is connected with the people of God in 
general. . . . There are therefore no longer among the people of God any such 
distinctions as there were in the Old Covenant between kings, prophets, priests, 
and people. . . . They are one kingly priestly race, whose nobility and high 
destination all share ; all are prophets by virtue of that common enlightenment 
by the Holy Spirit.” 
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ver. 27, €\aBere is put; the possession rests upon a reception, 
and this, indeed, aro tod dyiov; 6 dytos is—following the 
correct interpretation of yptcfa—not the Holy Spirit (Didy- 
mus, Lorinus, Semler), but either God (Rickli, Besser, Neander: 

“amo indicates the source ;” which, however, is not always 

the case)—comp. John xiv. 16; 1 Cor. vi. 19: Tod ayiouv 
TVEvMaTOS, OV exeTe ad Oeod,—or more probably, as most 
commentators think, Christ ; comp. John xv. 26: 6 mapaKdn- 

ToS, Ov éyw Tréurw tuiv Tapa Tod Tatpos; and John vi. 69, 
where Christ (according to the overwhelming authorities) is 
called 6 &yios tod Ocod; in favour of which is the fact that 

John, in ver. 29, calls Christ Sé«acos, and in chap. iii. 3, dyvos 

(comp. also Acts iii, 14; Rev. iii. 7). — That the bestower of 
the ypiowa is called by John 6 Gyros (whether it be God or 
Christ) arises from this, that the anointing with the Spirit is 
an act of making holy, 2.c. of separation from the world; but 
he only can make holy who himself is holy. — cai olSate 
savta| Bengel, according to the sense, explains «aé correctly 
by: et inde; the possession of the yptoua is the reason of 

the eidévar tavta. — mavra is not masculine (Syrus: omnes ; 
Bede: discernitis inter probos et improbos), but neuter. 
Calvin rightly says: omnia, non universaliter capi, sed ad 
praesentis loci circumstantiam restringi debet; still it must 
not be restricted merely to those things (quae sunt) necessaria 
agnoscendis antichristis et cavendis illorum insidiis (Bengel), 
but it embraces along with these tv dd7nOeay in general 
(ver. 21); comp. John xiv. 26, xvi. 13: madcap tiv adnOear. 
In the possession of the whole truth Christians are also 
enabled to distinguish lies and truth." 
Ver. 21. odk éypaa tiv] does not refer to the whole 

Epistle (Beza), but to that which is said of the antichrists ; 
comp. ver. 26.” 61u ovx oldate tTHv adnOeav x.7.r.] 6TL= 
because (comp. vv. 12—14); the apostle does not want to 
teach the anointed Christians for the first time the truth which 
was revealed in Christ, but he is writing to them because they 
know it; a Lapide: non ut haec vos doceam, sed ut doctos 

1 The genuinely Catholic interpretation of Estius is worthy of notice : habetis 
episcopos et presbyteros, quorum cura ac studio vestrae ecclesiae satis instructao 
sunt in iis, quae pertinent ad doctrinae christianae veritatem. 

2 Ebrard refers this ¢ype ya also arbitrarily to the Gospel of John. 
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confirmem. — Kat 6rt ma&v wevdos x.7.X.] This 6te is not co- 
ordinate with the preceding one, but is dependent on oiéare. 
Luther, correctly according to the sense: “but ye know it, and 
know that,” etc. — wav eddos, quite generally, though with 
special reference to the antichristian doctrine; yeddos: “ not 
merely error, but lie” (de Wette)—the absolute antithesis of 
adnGea; Lange quite arbitrarily thinks that the abstract is 
here put for the concrete: “that no false teacher can be a 
genuine Christian.” It is incorrect to take 7av...ov as a 

Hebraism = ovdév ; od belongs rather to the predicate. — é« 
THs adnOelas ovK éott] éx here also indicates the source, and 
does not express merely the connection (de Wette, Baumgarten- 
Crusius). Because the lie is not of the truth, so also it has 
no connection with it; Lorimus: ex vero non nisi verum 

sequitur, et verum vero consonat. Whence the le, which is 

not €« THs adnGeias, originates, Christ says in John vill. 44: 
The truth is from God, who is Himself the truth ; the lie from 
the devil, who is not in the truth. 

Vv. 22, 23. The existence of the antichrists and their 

relationship to the Christian Church having been previously 
stated, there follows now the more particular definition of the 
antichristian lie. — ris éotw 6 Wetorns ;] The interrogative 
form, with which John addresses his readers who know the 

truth, is explained by the vividness of the feeling with which 
the apostle is writing; similarly in chap. v. 5. He passes 
from the abstract (dav wevddos) directly to the concrete 
(yrevorns). The definite article: 6 yevorns (Luther incor- 
rectly : a liar), brings out the idea in clearer distinctness : the 
liar kav’ éEoynv, ic. he in whom the lie appears in concrete 
personality (so also Braune), identical with 0 dyvttypioTos, 
which is denied by Jachmann through mistake of John’s 
idea. The thought is weakened by the supposition that the 
apostle is speaking here comparatively (Grotius: quis potest 
major esse impostor?). Nor is Bengel’s interpretation 
satisfactory: quis est idliws mendacii imposturaeque reus ? 
with which Diisterdieck agrees, when he paraphrases: “ What 
sort of a lie I mean, ye know very well. Who are the liars ? 
Are they not those who deny, etc.?” The apostle certainly 
has the particular lie of the antichrists of his time in view, 
but this he regards as the one chief and fundamental lie “in 
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which all yebddos is comprised” (Liicke). The explanation of 
Baumgarten-Crusius is plainly quite erroneous: “ what else is 
a false doctrine than, ete.?” nor is that of Ebrard less so, as 

he finds in this catechetical (!) question intended for children 
this meaning: “on whose side is the lie?” with which he 
then supplies the corresponding question: “and on whose 
side is the truth ?” — e¢ yu) 6 a&pvovpevos] ef pj, often after a 
negation, may also stand after a question, as in this a nega- 
tion is contained; comp. Luke xvii. 18; Rom. xi. 15; 1 Cor. 

ii. 11; 2 Cor. ii 2; 1 John v. 5; it corresponds to the 

German: “als nur” (English: “but only,’ “except”), and 
limits the general thought to a particular one; the sense 
accordingly is: No other is the liar but he who, ete. Accord- 
ing to Ebrard, e¢ wa must here only have the meaning of 
“than,” because the question here is, which of the two 
dogmatical tendencies (!) belongs to the lie; that the apostle 
here has in view two parties, namely, the antichrists and the 

believing Christians, and asks which of them is in possession 
of the truth, is a pure fiction, for which there is not the 

slightest evidence in the text. Ore "Incots otx éoTw 6 
Xpictds| On the construction of the negative idea apvetcbar 
with the following ov«, by which the negation is more strongly 
emphasized, see Kihner, II. p. 410.— The lie of the Anti- 
christ consists in the denial that Jesus is 6 Xpuotos, ic. in 
the denial of the identity of Jesus and Christ, whereby is 
meant, according to ver. 19 and chap. iv. 3, not the Jewish 
unbelief, that Jesus is not the promised Messiah, but the 

Gnostic heresy of the distinction between Jesus and Christ, 
which forms the sharpest contradiction to the apostle’s 
doctrine that Jesus is the Adyos capE yevopevos. It is 
erroneous to find here a reference to two different kinds of 
heresy; on the one hand the denial of the divine, on the 
other the denial of the human, nature of Jesus; for John 
speaks only of one lie. — obdros éotw 6 avtixpiotos] obTos 
refers back to 6 dpvovpevos: the liar who denies the identity 

1 So Tertullian (de Praescript. c. 33): Joh. in ep. eos maxime antichristos 

vocat, qui Christum negarent in carne venisse et qui non putarent Jesum esse 
Filium Dei; illud Marcion, hoe Ebion vindicavit. Similarly Besser: ‘‘ That 

Jesus was not the Christ, the Christ not Jesus. Either the Word that was from 

the beginning was separated from this Jesus, or the jlesh was denied to the 
eternal Word.” Comp. Introd. sec. 3. 
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of Jesus and Christ, he is the Antichrist. It is natural to 

take é.evorns and 6 aytexp. here in general signification, and 
to find therein a justification for Bengel’s conception of John’s 
idea of Antichrist; but as the lie of the antichrists proceeds 
from the mvedua Tod avtuxpiotov, it may be ascribed to the 
Antichrist himself; the individual antichrists are the mouth 

by which he speaks. —6 dpvovpevos Tov matépa Kat Tov 
vidv] is not to be connected with ov7os, so that the sense 
would be: this one, who denies the Father and the Son, is 

the Antichrist; but as a clause of more particular definition 
subordinate to 6 avtiypictos. “John hereby adds a new 
element which states the full unhappy consequence of that 
Antichristian lie” (Diisterdieck; similarly Braune). The 
apostle wants to bring out here that the denial that Jesus is 
6 Xpicrés is in its very essence a denial of the Father and of 
the Son. He who denies the identity of Jesus and Christ, 
directly denies the Son, for the Son is no other than "Incods 
6 Xpuotos (neither an Aeon named Christ that did not 
become man, nor Jesus who is not Christ, or, according to 

John i. 14, the Logos) ;+ but he who denies the Son denies 
also the Father, and not merely inasmuch as Son and Father 
are logically interchangeable ideas, but because the nature of 
the Father is only manifested in the Son, and all true know- 
ledge of the Father is conditioned by the knowledge of the 
Son, so that the God of those who deny the Son is not 
the true God, but a false image of their own thoughts—an 
eld@Xov.” 

Ver. 23. Confirmation of the last stated thought in two 

' Weiss correctly brings out the distinction between the ideas Xperss and 
vies, When he observes that 6 Xpirés is a historical conception to the apostle, 
and that it is enough for him that that proposition of the false teachers denies 
the Messiahship of Christ, from which all belief in Him must take its starting- 
point, in order to arrive at the recognition that Jesus is the Son of God, and 
thus in the Son to recognise the Father. 

* That such commentators as proceed on rationalistic assumptions have not 
been able to interpret the thought of the apostle is quite natural. But even 
others have got a more or less indistinct view of it by putting, as Diisterdieck 
rightly says, ‘‘ the ideas of John too directly into dogmatic forms (and, indeed, 
into those defined by the Church) ;” or by ignoring the realism of the apostle, 
and regarding what he considered in an objectively real way as a mere element 
of the subjective consideration ; or, finally, by bringing out one-sided references 
instead of giving the ideas the due force of their entire comprehension. 
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clauses, which express the same idea, only in different form.’ 
— mas 6 apvovpevos Tov viov, ovdé Tov TaTépa Exel] apveioPar 
Tov viov is in meaning synonymous with dpveta Bat, dre Inoods 
ovx éotw 6 Xpiotos. The assertion that John here con- 
founds with the idea of Christ that of the Son, ae. of the 

eternal Logos (de Wette and others), is erroneous; it is not 
Christ apart from Jesus that he regards as the Son, but 
Christ in his identity with Jesus (Diisterdieck, Briickner). — 
Instead of saying in the second part of the first clause: kai 
apvetrat, corresponding to the first part, John says: ovde . 
éyet, which has a wider import, for éyew is to be taken 

emphatically = “ to possess in living fellowship ” (Diisterdieck) ; 
the explanation of Beza is insufficient: nec patrem esse credit 
(better, a Lapide: habere in mente et fide, in ore et confes- 

sione); the thought of the apostle is utterly eliminated when, 
with Socinus, Episcopius, Grotius, yew T. ratépa is explained 
by: “to know the will of God;” erroneously Storr also: “to 
him is the Father not gracious.” — In the following words: 
6 Omodoyov x.T.r., Which are wanting in the Recepta (see the 
critical notes), ouoAoyetv forms the antithesis of apveic@ar; it 
means a confession which is the expression of faith (Matt. 
x. 32; Rom. x. 10). In regard to the construction, Ebrard 
rightly remarks: “That tov viov is dependent on ouvoroyar, and 
not along with cal tov matépa (as in 2 John 9) on éyev (in 
which case 6uoroyav would be used absolutely), clearly results 
from the preceding words, to which these form the antithesis.” 

Vy. 24, 25. Exhortation to the faithful keeping of the 
gospel. Ver. 24. dpeis] By the Recepta wvyets odv the 
correct relationship of this verse is taken away; it is not a 
conclusion from what immediately precedes (Diisterdieck, 
Braune), but with the emphasized vets it is put in contrast 
with what is said of the false teachers; Theophylact: éxetvoe 
yev ody ovTws tpels 5é arrep HKovcaTEe aT apyns puAaTTETE 
map’ éavtois. — In regard to the construction: duets 5 nxovoate 
anv apxis, év tuiv pevérwo, Beza and Socinus, it is either an 
attraction (bpets 0 HK. for 0 duets nKove., so also Bengel: anti- 
theton est in pronomine ; ideo adhibetur trajectio; de Wette: 
“ {ueis is properly no doubt the subject of the relative clause 

1 Braune, rightly : ‘‘ Here is the progress from the denying to the having, 
and from the particular (6 Yederns) to the general (wzs).” 
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placed first ;” Jachmann)! or an ellipsis (dweis = quod ad 

vos attinet); Paulus and Ebrard regard tpets as the pure 

vocative; but it is more correct to admit an anacolouthon 

which has its natural origin in this, that the apostle’s thought 

in opposition to the false teachers was first directed to his 

readers, but equally also to the word which they had heard 

from the beginning; accordingly the apostle begins with des, 

but does not follow it up by pévere év or a similar expression, 

but by 6 #KovcaTe K.7.v., aS a New subject ; comp. Winer, p. 

506; VIL. p.534; Buttmann, p. 325. The same anacolouthon 

in ver. 272 With 3 jxotcate am apxfs, comp. ver. 7; 

thereby, of course, the whole gospel is meant, but here 

specially the fundamental doctrine of it: that Jesus is the 

Christ. — év tiv] Theophylact interprets € by Tapa ; 

Luther: “among ;” but the preposition must be retained in 

its proper meaning; for upon that it depends that what was 

heard “abides in the soul as something that determines the 

life” (Neander; comp. John xv. 7), because only then does 

that take place which the apostle expresses in the sequel. 

— Kai tpeis ... peveite] The xai before the concluding clause 

brings out more clearly its corresponding relationship to the 

preceding clause; here it is so much the more significant, as 

in both clauses the same verbal idea péve is used: If the 

Word remain in you, ye also will remain in the Son, etce.® That 

our remaining in the Son is the immediate result of the Word 

remaining in us, is explained by the fact that “the words of 

Christ substantially contain nothing else than a self-revelation 

or explanation of His person and His appearing, and similarly 

the evangelical proclamation of the apostles is only the copy 

of this preaching of Christ Himself” (Weiss). €v T@ vi@ is 

put first, because fellowship with the Father is conditioned 

by fellowship with the Son. 
\ 

1 The idea of an attraction is erroneous, because “vues, if attracted to the 

relative clause, would be too strongly emphasized in this position ” (Winer). 

> Myrberg’s reply, that dusis is rather to be regarded as nominative absolute, 

is met by the fact that the use of the nominative absolute is precisely an 

anacolouthon. 

3 Diisterdieck : ‘‘ By xa/ before dueis John specifies the promised consequence 

which will correspond to the condition which is stated, while at the same time 

he brings out the nice point which is contained in the significant interchange 

of ty dwiv wesivy and vmsis tv ta via es mevsire.” 



366 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF THE APOSTLE JOHN. 

Ver, 25. Kai attn éotiv 7 érrayyedia x.7..] attn may be 
referred either to what precedes, or to the concluding words 
of this verse: tiv Cwnv tHv aiwvov. In the first case the 
meaning is: and this remaining is what He has promised, 
namely, eternal life. Gagnejus: “Manere in filio et patre 
promissio est, quam nobis pollicitus est orans pro nobis patrem 
Dominus Joh. xvii. 20. Bene ergo ait de hoc Johannes: 
haec est promissio, quam pollicitus est nobis, quae quidem est 
vita aeterna; vita enim aeterna est manere in Deo eoque frui 

hic per gratiam, in futuro per gloriam ;” tiv Cory THY ai@viov 
then forms an apposition, by which that very remaining is 
described as happiness; this view in Oecumenius, and among 
modern commentators in Sander, Besser, Weiss. In the 

second case the thought is: “and eternal life is the promise 
which He has given us;” taking this view, a new thought, 
it is true, enters with ver. 25, and it requires something to be 
supplied to connect it with the preceding, perhaps what 
a Lapide gives: si in ipso maneamus (Spener: that is the 
promise if we remain in the Word, and consequently in the 
Father and the Son); but nevertheless it is, in accordance 
with the analogy of John’s mode of expression, to be preferred ; 
comp. chap. i. 5, v.14; similarly also chap. iii, 23, v. 11; 
in the last two passages the connection with what precedes 
appears clearly enough by both being connected with the same 
idea, whereas here there is no previous mention of the évay- 
yedia; but even here the connection is not to be mistaken, 
because the fw7) aiévios is directly connected with the pévesv 
év T@ Vi K.T.X. This second interpretation in a Lapide, Grotius, 
Lorinus, Russmeyer, Spener, Liicke, de Wette, Diisterdieck, 
Erdmann, Myrberg, Ebrard, Braune, and others. — «ai is not 
used here aitsoroysx@s (Oecumenius), but is the simple copula. 
—1 émayyedia: “the promise.” Liicke unnecessarily con- 
jectures that instead of this perhaps azayyedla is probably to 
be read, or that ésayyedda has here the meaning: “ proclama- 
tion,’ for neither is it the case that the idea of the promise 
refers only to the distant future life, nor, according to John, 

that Christ does not bestow any promise.’ — avrds is Christ, 

1 From this passage it is clear that with John fon widwes and the knowledge of 

God are not by any means, as Weiss thinks, identical ideas, for if John here, 
according to the view of Weiss, describes the abiding in the Son and in the 
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who in this whole passage forms the centre round which all 
the statements of the apostle move. — On the accusative riyy 
f«@nv, which has occurred through the attraction of the verb 
in the relative clause, comp. Winer, p. 552; VII. p- 583; 
Buttmann, p. 68. 

Vy. 26, 27. Conclusion of the section on the antichrists. 
Ver. 26. tadra refers to all that the apostle has written 

about the antichrists from ver. 18 down. In calling them 
here of wAavavtes duds, he gives it to be understood that their 
efforts were directed to seduce the Church from the truth of 
the gospel to their lie; that their purpose had actual effect 
(Braune) is not indicated by the verb. — Ver. 27. In the first 
part of this verse the apostle testifies to his readers that they 
do not need any teacher, in which he goes back to what he 
had already expressed in vv. 20, 21.— Kal tyes] Kai is here 
used just as in ver. 20.— On the anacolouthon, see on ver. 24. 
— 70 ypiopa 6 éddBete ax’ abtod] To ypicpa is, with Braune, 
to be regarded as the accusative, for the juxtaposition of two 
nominatives could not be explained; the apostle probably had 
an éyere in his mind, instead of which, however, he then 
wrote péver év wiv; avtod, tc. Xpictod; so the context 
demands ; adros, ver. 25. Herein lies a proof that tod dylov 
in ver. 20 is to be understood of Christ. — év tiv péver] The 
indicative, instead of which the imperative is used in ver. 24, 
expresses the certain confidence of the apostle. — cat od ypetav 
éxete] This sentence, which by xaé is made co-ordinate with 
the preceding, stands to it in the relation of conclusion; 
meaning: since, as is not to be doubted, the Spirit is in you 
—and abiding—you do not need; Bengel describes this rela- 
tion correctly by: et ideo.—tva tis SidaoKn dpads] wa is 
used here, as not unfrequently in the N. T., in an enfeebled 
signification ; only in an artificial way could the original force 
of purpose of this particle be here retained; while this force 
sometimes passes over into that of object, this is still further 
weakened, so that the clause beginning with ‘va is the object 

Father as the a widéwos, he then mentions what this consists in, as something 
plainly transcending the idea of knowledge; but if azn is directly connected 
with vay ¢. +. «idy., then the abiding in the Son and the Father is considered as 
the condition of the #4; it is impossible, however, for it to be the condition of 
knowledge, for it rather presupposes the latter. 
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which completes the idea of the verb; so it is here; comp. 
especially Heb. v. 12: ypeiav éyere Tod SibacKkev twas; in 
other passages yp. éye is used even with the simple infini- 
tive, Matt. iii, 14, xiv. 16; 1 Thess. i. 8, iv. 9; with wa as 
here, John xvi. 30.1— Several commentators suppose here a 
reference to the false teachers, so that in the words of the 

apostle there lies a warning against those who wish to impose 
themselves on the Church as teachers; so a Lapide, Spener, 
(ris =“ who may make pretence of a new revelation ”), Sander, 
Gerlach, Besser, and others. But it is more appropriate (ac- 
cording to ver. 21) to refer the apostle’s word to a teaching 
proceeding from himself or other apostolic teachers ; so Hor- 
nejus, de Wette-Briickner, Liicke, Diisterdieck, Braune, etc. 

-——only we must not restrict the generally expressed thought 
merely to instruction about the false teachers, even though it 
is intended with special reference to that.” Believers need no 
human teacher in order that the divine truth may be made 
known to them. They have received, with the word which was 
declared unto them (6 7jcovear), the ypicua, which leads them 
els Tacav THY adynOeav ; therefore the apostle frequently in this 

Epistle emphasizes the fact that he does not want to instruct 
them, but is writing to them what they already know (oiéate 
mravra, ver. 20). John thereby assumes believing readers, in 
whose hearts that which they have heard from the beginning 
is preserved true and uncorrupted. Nothing xew therefore 
can be proclaimed to the believers, but only that which they 
already possess in faith may be brought to a clearer conscious- 
ness.’— GAN ws TO avToO ypiopa «.T.r.] In this second part of 
the verse the first question is about the construction.  Liicke, 

Ewald, de Wette, Neander, Diisterdieck, Braune (and pre- 

1 At the most it may be said that iva is used with the verb xpsia» Exe, because 

that of which one is in need may be regarded as the object of his need; on the 
other hand, it is unsuitable when Braune says: ‘‘ the teaching is here regarded as 
the object and purpose for the sake of the position of him who is to be taught.” 

2 Liicke paraphrases the passage: ‘‘ The reason why I do not write any more 
about the false teachers, is that I assume that that holy unction of the Spirit 
remains in you ; and if that is so, you do not need that any one shall instruct 

you further on the subject.” 
3 Several commentators rightly remark here, that in the statement of the 

apostle there is no foundation for the error of the ‘ enthusiasts,” inasmuch as 
John does not separate the teaching of the xpizua and the apostolic word from 

one another, but places them in the closest connection. 
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viously Oecumenius and Theophylact) think that the whole 
to the end of the verse forms one period, in which the premise 
GXN os... Siddoxes is resumed by the words cai KaOas 
edidakev viv, and has its conclusion in pevetre (or pévete) év 
avT@, and in which the words Kai adnOes .. . eddos contain 
a parenthetical adjunct. The difficulty that in the resumed 
premise cat is put instead of add, cabes instead of ws, and 
the aorist édiSa£ev instead of the present duddoxer, can cer- 
tainly be easily got over by the fact that the apostle wanted 
not simply to repeat the thought, but at the same time to 
bring out a new phase of the subject; but the additional epi 
mdvtwy, which does not stand in any relationship whatever to 
the conclusion pevetre (mévere), is decidedly opposed to this 
construction ; to this is added that adda indicates that the 
apostle wants to express a contrast to the od ypelav éyere x.7.X., 
that is, a clause in which the teaching of the ypiopa is de- 
scribed as such as removes the need of any other (human) 
teacher; finally, that the subordinate clause cat ov« éote 
wredSos conjoined with adrnOés éote raises this thought above 
the level of a mere parenthetical adjunct, and stamps it as a 
leading thought. For these reasons it is preferable, with 
Luther, Calvin, Baumgarten-Crusius, Sander, Briickner, Besser, 

and in general most of the commentators, to divide the whole 
into two parts, and to regard kal adnO. éotu.. . Webdos as 
the conclusion of the first part; Luther: “but as the anoint- 
ing teaches you all things, it is true, and is no lie; and,” etc.’ 
— os refers not so much to the form and fashion, as to the 

substance of the teaching.— To avto ypicpua] To avdto is not 
adem semper, non aliud atque aliud, sed sibi constans et idem 
apud sanctos omnes (Bengel; so also Erdmann), but: just the 
same xpicua, namely o éddaBere, Still the reading adtod might 
be preferable, for it seems unnecessary to emphasize the fact that 
the ypicpa is the same that they have received, and no other. 
— epi mwavtwy is used in the same sense as wdvra, ver. 20. 
—kKai arnoés éote x.7.r.] Kat before the conclusion, as in 

1 Ebrard makes #; dependent upon #ypay~a, ver. 26; it is true he himself 
admits that this gives a ‘laze and legere form of speech,” but he thinks that 
there is ‘‘ nothing strange ” in this, because the apostle is speaking to children in 
quite childlike language. But what child’s understanding would be capable of 
supplying with the words: ‘‘ but as the same anointing teacheth you of all 
things,” the thought: ‘‘ sc. I have said to you” ? 

MrEyYER,—1 JoHN 2A 
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ver. 24: “ then it is also true,’ etc.; it brings out prominently 
the idea adnOés; adnOés is referred to TO ypiopwa by Liicke, 
de Wette, Briickner, Diisterdieck, Ebrard, Ewald, Braune, and 

others ; but the substantive yreddos is opposed to this connection, 

for it cannot be referred to To ypiowa, inasmuch as it is con- 
sidered by John as a person (ddacxec), and must neither be 
arbitrarily explained, with Beza, by yevdés, nor, with Braune, 
be separated from adn@és (“ and there is no lie in it”); Oecu- 
menius, Theophylact, Luther, Neander, Besser, Erdmann, and 

others, have therefore rightly referred adn@és «.7.r. to that 
which the ypioua teaches. Because this is true, and is no 

areddos, therefore believers do not need any teacher besides, 
but they may rely entirely upon the teaching of the ypioya. 
To this thought the apostle further adds a new one, in which 
he goes back to the end of ver. 24.— Kai xa0as| Kabds, as 
distinct from #s, means: “in proportion as.’— édidakev buds] 
namely, am’ apyijs. — wévete (peveire) ev avT@] The Recepta 
pevetre is taken by Socinus, a Lapide, Lorinus, Semler, and 

others, in the sense of the imperative; others retain the future 
meaning, as in ver. 24; thus Beza says: mihi videtur omnino 
servanda Futuri propria significatio ut est optime sperantis ; 
as the apostle thereby expresses his good confidence, the future 
accordingly has the vim consolandi (Bengel). The correct read- 
ing, however, is wévete, which, corresponding to the preceding 
péver and Eyere, is not imperative (Ewald, Braune), but indicative 
(Briickner), and as such it expresses the firm conviction of the 
apostle that they, according to the constant instruction of the 
xpiopua, abide év avTe, ic. in Christ (Erasmus erroneously : 
=ev TO xpicuate, and Baumgarten-Crusius: “in the teaching 
which the yptoua communicates to them”). In favour of 
this view is also the exhortation of ver. 28 herewith 
connected." 

Ver. 28 concludes the section beginning at ver. 18, but 
serves at the same time as an introduction to the following 
section.— «at viv] cannot, it is true, be explained, with 
Paulus, by “even now already,” but neither can it be ex- 
plained, with most of the commentators, exactly by igitur, or 
a similar word; here it rather introduces, as it frequently 

1 Myrberg on ver. 28: Sperantis verba illa sunt, quae paullo ante leguntur ; 
haec adhortantis, quod novum quoddam initium dicendi indicat. 
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does, the following exhortation as a deduction from the present 
circumstances. Incorrectly Ebrard: “ And now (namely, after 
I have spoken to the wazdiots) I turn to you” (namely, to the 
whole Church): a supplement of that kind cannot be justified 
from the passages quoted by Ebrard; John xvii. 3; Acts x. 
5, xxii. 16. — rexvia] as in ver. 1. — pévere ev aire] quite 
the same thought as in ver. 27. Rickli’s view is incorrect, 
that in ver. 27 it is “the abiding in the confession that Jesus 
is the Christ, but here another abiding, namely, the abiding in 
righteousness,” that is meant. — wa éav davepdOn] éav is 
distinguished from étav (Recepta) in this way, that it describes 
not the time, but only the actuality of the manifestation of 
Christ. The davépwous of Christ is His Parousia occurring at. 
the end of the éoydtn dpa; comp. Col. iii. 4. By the same 
word the first appearance of Christ on earth is also elsewhere 
described ; see chap. iii. 5, 8. éywpev (cxdmev) Tappyoiar] 
The communicative form of expression indicates that John 
tacitly includes himself also under the exhortation: pévete év 
avTod.' — mappnota: the confidence of the believer at the day 
of judgment ; chap. iv. 17. — Kat py aicyvvOdpev am’ adbtod] 
Elsewhere also wappnota and aicydvec@ar are contrasted with 
one another; so Prov. xiii. 5: doeBis aicydverar Kal ody 
é£er rwappnoiay; comp. also Phil. i. 20. aicyvvOdpev is 
either used in the passive sense, in which case the original 
meaning “to be shamed” passes over into this, “to be put to 
shame” (see Meyer on Phil. i 20); then do (which is 
not = w70) describes Christ as the one from whom this 
aicxvvecOar comes, namely, by means of His judgment of 
condemnation; or it is used in the middle sense: “to be 
ashamed,” in which case ao is not = coram (Luther, Ewald), 

but =“away from,” thus: “to draw back from Him with 
shame ;” so Calvin, Beza, Episcopius, de Wette, Liicke (who 

adduces Sir. xxi. 22: av@pwros S€ modvrepos aioyuvOnoerat 
amo mpocwtrov), Diisterdieck, Ebrard.” The second view de- 

1 Sander introduces here a foreign reference, when he thinks that John 
includes himself as if he would also have to be ashamed if on that day his 
children, whom he begot through the gospel, should come short. Similarly a 
Lapide : ne pudefiamus utrique, sc. tam vos, si a doctrina Christi aberretis, 
quam nos Apostoli et Pastores, quod vos in ea non conservaverimus. Lorinus : 
conjungit seipsum discipulis, spe de illorum gloria adgaudens. 

* Braune thinks that the passive meaning is to be retained: ‘ For we shall 
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serves the preference, on account of the corresponding contrast 
with éyew mappnoliavy.— év th Tapovoia avtod] expresses 
definitely the reference already implied in davepwOy: “at 
His (Christ’s) coming ;” apovoia, in John only here, fre- 
quently appears in this sense in the N. T.; comp. Matt. xxiv. 
Saxxvm SY, S9sd-Cor, sxv.1235 (1) Thess.- in) Soi 
elsewhere. 

Ver. 29. With this verse the third section begins, which 
continues to chap. ili, 22, and consists of two groups: (1) 
ver. 29-iii. 10a, and (2) iii. 100-22.— After the apostle 
has warned them against the love of the cdcpos, and against 
the false teachers (who are é€« Tod xoopov), he shows the 
obligation of Christians to dicavocvvn, in which they reveal 
themselves as tTéxva @eod, in contrast to the téxva SiaPBonrov. 

Ver. 29. The apostle now goes on to indicate how it is 
consistent with the nature of Christians, as those that are born 

of God, to do righteousness. — éav eid77¢] Here also the apostle 
directs himself to his readers’ own consciousness, as he does 

not want to teach them anything new, but only to state what 
they already know for their more earnest consideration. — 
btu Sikavos é€ote. The present éore is not used, either here or 
in iii. 5, iv. 17, for 4y (Storr). It is doubtful whether the 
subject is Christ (a Lapide, Lorinus, Bengel, Rickli, From- 
mann, Myrberg, 1st ed. of this Comm., etc.) or God (Baum- 
garten - Crusius, Neander, Gerlach, Kostlin, de Wette, 

Diisterdieck, Erdmann, Ebrard, Braune, Weiss, and others). In 

favour of the former is the fact that previously, not only 
in ver. 25 by avros, and ver. 27 by év av7@, but also in ver. 
28 by davepwOh, am’ adrod, and év Th Tapovaia avtov, Christ 
is clearly meant; for the /atter, that in the following é& avtod 
yeyévyntat the pronoun refers back to the subject of di«avos 
éort, and the idea yevvac@a €x Xpiotod never appears in the 
writing, and, moreover, John, in what follows, calls Christians 

téxva @ecod, and in ver. 9 makes use of the expression 

ryeyevynuévos €x TOD Ocod (comp. iv. 7, v. 1, 4,18). From the 
predicate 8écavos nothing can be inferred, as this attribute is 

not draw back and tremble, but we shall be rejected and cast out ;” but the 

meaning above stated, and accepted also by Braune, does not suit the passive 

idea; besides, the correspondence with the idea txav wappnciay demands the 

middle signification of the word. 
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assigned by John both to God (i. 9) and Christ (ii. 1). As, 
with John’s peculiar blending of the Father and the Son (or 
of God and Christ), it would not be easy to explain how he 
can pass from the one to the other without specially indicat- 
ing it, it appears more safe, in accordance with the constant 
mode of conception and expression in the Epistle, to supply 

as the subject of Stxads éore God, than Christ. It is inappro- 
priate, with Storr, Liicke, and others, to refer d/kavos to Christ, 

and é& avrod, on the other hand, to God, because the thought 

of the apostle would thereby lose its peculiar force (Bengel: 
justus justum gignit)._— The statement that God is 8/kacos 
corresponds with the statement that He is gas (chap. 1. 5); 
it does not follow from ver. 28 that by O/caios here the 
justitia judicialis is to be understood; Erdmann: quum zrovetv 
Thv Stxatocuvny ad Sikavos éote referendum sit, hoc justitiam 
Dei sensu judiciali significare nequit, sed absolutam ejus 
sanctitatem. — y.veoxKere] is here not to be regarded as the 
indicative (Beza, Bengel, Semler, Diisterdieck, Myrberg, Ewald, 

and others), but, as its position between pévete (ver. 27) and 
Were (chap. ili. 1) shows, as the imperative: “then know, ie. 
observe and reflect,’ with Vulgate, Grotius, Russmeyer, Baum- 

garten-Crusius, de Wette, Liicke, Erdmeyer, Ebrard, Braune, 

and others. — 6Tu mas. . . yeyévvntat] The same relationship in 
which, according to chap. i. 6, cowwviay Exew peta Ocod and 

jmepi@atety €x TH wt stand to one another, exists between 
yeyevvacbas éx Tod Ocod and wocety tv Sixatocvynv 
(so also Braune), inasmuch as the latter is the practical proof 
of the former, so that every one who practises righteousness— 
but no one else (Bengel: omnis et solus)—is born of God. 
That when Episcopius describes the nasci ex Deo, not as the 
condition, but as the result of the exercitii justitiae, he per- 
verts the thought of the apostle, needs no proof. The right 
interpretation in Bengel, Neander, Besser, Diisterdieck, Erd- 

mann, Myrberg, Ebrard, Briickner, Braune, Weiss.” By tiv 

1 Sander would leave the question undecided ; still he correctly states the 
alternative : ‘If dixai0s must be referred to Christ, so also must 2 adres. But 

if the latter cannot be, if 22 adrov can only be referred to God, then déxas0s must 
also be referred to God.” 

? The thought that only he who is born of God can practise righteousness, is 
not exactly expressed here by John, but it is suggested in the preceding 7z;. 
When Liicke in his 2d ed. says: ‘‘ We might have properly expected dri ras 6 
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Sixacoovyny it is plainly righteousness, in the full extent of 
the idea, that is described; with the expression roveiy t7v 
Scxacoovynv, compare the synonymous idea trovety THv adj Peay 
(chap. i. 6); similarly in Hebrew 7P7¥ NYY; Gen. xviii. 19; 
Isa. lvi. 1; Ps. xiv. 15; in the N. T. comp. Matt. vi. 1. On 
moveiy an emphasis is placed which must not be overlooked ; 
comp. chap. iii. 18; for now is the truth of the experience 
and of the word first proved in deed.—In é& avdrod yey. we 
must retain é£ in its proper meaning; explanations which 
weaken it, such as that of Socinus: dei similem esse, or of 

Rosenmiiller: amari a deo, are of course to be rejected 
(Braune); the relation of the perfect yeyévvnras to the present 
Trovav is to be observed.” 

yeyewnuetvos 22 abrod, rast rhy dixcuocdyny ; but John would appear to have the 

purpose of exciting in his readers the consciousness of sonship to God in Christ, 
therefore he states the reversed relation,”—this is erroneous, since it is rather 

roitiv rhv dixeuoctvny that has the chief emphasis ; in his Ist ed. Liicke correctly 

stated the thought of the apostle. 
1 The definition of Weiss: ‘‘The being born of God is the act by which the 

known nature of God, and therewith God Himself, who indeed is received into 
our entire spiritual life as the object of that intuitive knowledge, operates deter- 

miningly, mouldingly, regeneratingly, upon our spiritual and moral being,” is in 
various aspects unsuitable ; for (1) it is not so much the act of God as rather the 

activity of man, his knowledge, which is represented as causing the being born 
of God ; (2) it is erroneous to describe the birth as producing, since the birth is 

the result of the generating activity ; (3) it is no doubt true that the birth is 

brought about by knowledge, for it is only by producing in man the knowledge 
of His nature that God produces in him the new birth ; but, on the other hand, 
it is just as true that the knowledge of God is conditioned by the being born of 
God: only he who is born of God knews God ; there are two grades of the know- 
ledge to be distinguished, namely, the knowledge as condition, and the knowledge 
as result, of being born of God, ' 
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CHAPTER II1, 

Ver. 1. Instead of dédwx2v, A G read the aorist: géwxev; the Rec. 
is, however, sufficiently attested by the majority of authorities. 
— The reading ju# in B is not even accepted by Buttm, 
rightly ; for it no doubt owes its existence merely to the con- 
nection with the 2d pers.: #éere. — After xAndauev is found in 
A B C8, many min. and vss., in Thph. Aug. Bede, the addition : 
zal éouév; the Vulg. and other Latin vss. have: et simus; 
Oecum. in his comm.: Zdwxev jut rénva abrod yevéodas re nai 

zAnbjvet, and Thph. in his comm.: yevéodas re nal Aoysobyven. 

According to these authorities, the addition must be regarded 
as genuine (Lachm. Diisterd. Ewald, Briickner); Tisch. (follow- 
ing G K, many min. Copt. etc.) has not accepted it; many 
critics (thus even Reiche) explain it as a gloss ; this it certainly 
may be—taken from ver. 2; but the overwhelming weight of 
authorities is in favour of its genuineness. Diisterdieck thinks 
that the omission originated in a false explanation of ~Anddmev. 
— Instead of jués, 8 has iueéc.— Ver. 2. After ofdawev the Ree. 
has 6 (G K, etc., Syr. Copt. etce., Thph. Oec. etc.), which, with 
Lachm. and Tisch., following A B Cx, several min. etc., is to 
be deleted; its insertion is easily explained by the apparent 
antithesis to the preceding. — Ver. 4. The Ree. 4 amapria is 
certified by all the authorities; Lachm. omits 7, but, as Tisch. 
observes, sine teste, for even B, to which Lachm. appeals, reads 
4 amoapria. After zorw, 8 (sol.) reads xa/, which, scarcely genuine, 
serves to connect more closely the two ideas éuapria and dvouia. 
— Ver. 5. Instead of ciéure, 8 (sol.) reads ofdauev, which makes 
no essential difference in the thought.—rd¢ &wapring nut] 
Ree. following C G K 8, ete, Syr. etc, Thph. Oec. Bede (de 
Wette); Lachm. and Tisch. omit 7zé», following A B, etc., Copt. 
Theb. etc., Tert. Aug. etc. The genuineness of juéy is certainly 
doubtful; perhaps it was omitted at a later date, to generalize 
the idea ras auuprias; Reiche regards it as genuine. — Ver. 6. 
With the reading éépuxey in Tisch. 7, comp. chap. i. 1.— Ver. 
7. Instead of the Rec. rzxvia (In B G KX, etc., vss. min. Thph. 
Oec. Tert. etc., Lachm.), Tisch. has accepted zadia, after A C, 
etc., Copt. etc.; it is difficult to decide; it is possible that 
rexvia iS a correction for zad/a, a form of address unusual in 
the Epistle. That sade, as Ebrard thinks, is a correction, 
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because in the section beginning with the address za:3dia (chap. 
ii. 18) the conclusion is «epi ra» cAavivrwy (ver. 25), and here 
the same verb (uyéeis tAuvirw dues) follows the address, has 
little probability in its favour.— Ver. 10. Lachm. in his 
larger ed. has instead of the Rec. rortv dixasoodynyv, Which he 
had retained in his smaller ed., the reading &» é/zasos, attested 
by no cod., but only by the Vulg., some other vss. and several 
Fathers (Or. Tert. Cyp. etc.); clearly without adequate reason. 
— The Codd. A C K, ete. have before é:xasot»qy the article 
sv, probably inserted in correspondence with ver. 7 and chap. 
ii. 29. — Ver. 11. Instead of the Rec. ayyzria, C &, etc., some 
vss. read érayyerxia; probably in accordance with chap. ii. 
25; de Wette considers it the original reading, just as chap. 
i. 5; scarcely correct. — Ver. 13. 8 has before uj davudders: 
“zai,” clearly added for the purpose of closer connection. — 
adexgoi] according to A BCR, 27, etc., Vulg. etc., Aug. Oros. 
etc.; recommended by Griesb., accepted by Lachm. Tisch. ; 
the Lec. adds jov, after G K, etc. — Ver. 14. After rods ddcrgou: 
& reads 74, probably a later addition to complete the thought. 
— dyartw civ &dergov| Lec. following C G K, Thph. Oecum. ; riv 
adeagev is, however, a later addition ; it isnot found in A Br, 
ete., Vulg. etc., Aug. etc. ; justly omitted by Lachm. and Tisch.; 
its insertion is easily explained; Reiche, however, is of a 
different opinion. — Ver. 15. Instead of airod, as Lachm. and 
Tisch., or airod, as most of the editors read, B has éaurot. — 
év air (or better: év arg, Tisch.), Rec. after B G K, etc., Thph. 
Oec. — Lachm. has accepted é éaurg, the reading of A C 8, 
etc. — Ver. 16. Instead of r:dévas (Kec. according to G K, etc., 
Oec.) we must read, with Lachm. and Tisch., following the 
overwhelming evidence of A B C X, etc. the aorist demas. — 
Ver. 18. After rexvia the Rec. (following G K, etc.) has joi, 
the genuineness of which, however, is justly doubted by Griesb. 
— The article +4 before yawoor, which is omitted by the Rec., is 
with certainty attested by almost all authorities; it is wanting, 
however, in 8.— Before zpyw the ec. has omitted 2, only on 
the evidence of K; almost all the authorities attest its genuine- 
ness; as the co-ordinate ideas are without ¢, it was natural to 
omit the preposition with zpy» also. — Ver. 19. Before zy roirw 
the Kec., following C G K &, most min. vss. ete., reads za, 
which is also accepted by Tisch. Lachm. has omitted it; it 
is wanting in A B, etc., Vulg. Copt. ete.; it is, however, probably 
genuine; omitted because it seemed unsuitable for the con- 
nection. — Instead of ywwoxzouev, Lec., following G K, etc., Vulg. 
ete. (Tisch.), A B C8, ete.,’ several vss. etc., read yrwosueda 

' Liicke, whom Sander copies, says that C does not testify in favour of 
yrucourea, but according to Tischendorf it certainly does. 
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(Lachm.); as the latter is the more difficult reading, and besides 
has the most important authorities in its favour, it is to be 
regarded as genuine, with Ewald, Briickner, Braune, contrary 
to the opinion of Liicke, de Wette, Reiche; Bengel and de 
Wette think that the following séfoouev has led to the change 
of the present to the future; but it is just as likely that the 
indicative is a correction of the copyists, in accordance with 
the trequently-occurring formula: é¢ robrw yiwioxouer, I. 3, ill. 
24, iv. 2, v. 2 (Erdmann).— rag xapdias quay] Rec. following 
A** C G K 8, almost all min., several vss. Thph. Oecum. Bede ; 
retained by Tisch. and Lachm. (in his larger ed.); in the small 
ed. Lachm. has: +7jv xapdiev quay, after A* B, Syr. ete.; the 
plural was apparently altered to the singular in accordance 
with ver. 20.— Ver. 20. Instead of ér éév, Lachm. and Buttm. 
read: 6 rs ééy; see on this the explanation of the verse. — The 
iri before we/Zwv, which Lachm. had omitted in his small ed. 
(following A, etc, Vulg. etc. Oec. etc.), he has again rightly 
accepted in the larger ed. The change of it to ¢7, which Henr. 
Stephanus would read, is arbitrary. — Ver. 21. The genuine- 
ness of judav (Rec.) after 4 xepdse is uncertain; it is found in C 
G K 8, ete. (Tisch.), but is wanting in A B, etc, Vule. ete. 
(Lachm.). — The qué» after xaraywuioxy is wanting in B and C; 
it is, however, hardly spurious, as it is indispensable for the 
sense. Instead of ?yomev, attested by almost all the authorities, 
B has ¢y«:, originating in a false reference to xapdia. — Ver. 22. 
Instead of ¢ éé, B reads ¢ é&.— Instead of the active form: 
airiev, there is found in & the middle form: afrausd«. — In 
opposition to the Rec. rap airod (G K, ete.), az’ airod deserves 
the preference, according to the authorities (A B C x, ete., Lachm. 
Tisch.). — The reading rypézev In 8 instead of rypotuev is no doubt 
only a clerical error. — Ver. 23. sisredowuev] Re: following BG 
K, al. pl., Oec. Tisch.; the reading of A Cx, etc., Thph., on the 
other hand, is soredauev; recommended by Griesb., accepted 
by Lachm., probably a change in accordance with the following 
present dyaraue; so Reiche thinks. — After évroAqy, qui is 
wanting in G K, etc. (omitted by Tisch.). The most important 
authorities attest the genuineness of 44%; Reiche, however, 
regards it as a later addition. — Ver. 24. In & the zaé is wanting 
before gv rovrw; in the same cod. od Zéwxev quiv is found instead 
of the Ree. ob jut gdwxev. 

Ver. 1. From the €& avtovd yeyévyntat (chap. li. 29) the 
apostle goes on to the thought that he and his readers are 
children of God, whence he deduces the necessity that exists 
for them of qrovety THY Sixatocvynv. First, however, he points 
his readers to the Jove of God, through which they have 
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become children of God, inviting them to the consideration of 
it by iSere. — wotamiy ayarnv Séoxev jpiv 6 tathp] what 
manner of love the Father has bestowed on us. wortarros (later 
form for zodazos, properly =from whence?) in the N. T,, 
never in the direct question, is strictly, it is true, not= 
quantus, but = qualis (comp. Luke i. 29; 2 Pet. iii. 11), but 
is frequently used as an expression of admiration at anything 

especially wonderful (comp. Matt. viii. 27; Mark xii. 1; 
Luke vii. 39), so that the meaning of qualis passes over into 
that of quantus; and so it is to be taken here also.— ayamnv 
Svddvae only here; Sdsdovae is more significant than 
évoecxvuvat or a similar expression; it means: “to give, to 
bestow.” God has made His love our property (so also 
Braune). It is quite incorrect to take d.dovaz = destinare, 
and, weakening the thought, ayamnv as metonymous for “ love- 
token” (Grotius), or for effectum charitatis (Socinus).’ The 
reference which Calvin finds in the word, when he says: quod 
dicit datam esse caritatem, significat: hoc merae esse liberali- 
tatis, quod nos Deus pro filiis habet, is not indicated by 
John. — On piv a Lapide remarks: indignis, mimicis, pecca- 

toribus. — The name 6 wat#p points to the following téxva 
Oc0d.— iva téxva Qeod krnOGpuev] Paulus,de Wette, Liicke, etc., 
retain @va in its original meaning; “ the greatness of the divine 
love,” says Liicke, “lies in the sending of the Son” (chap. iv. 
10). This thought is correct in itself; but the apostle is not 
here thinking of the sending Christ; it is therefore arbitrary 
to supply it; here there is in his mind only the fact that we 
—as believers—are called the children of God: “ This is the 
proof and the result of love” (Spener); ‘va is accordingly 
used here in modified signification, synonymous with éy 
rovT@, Ort, only that by wa the técva O. KryO. is more 
definitely described as the purpose (not, however, as the object 

of an act distinguished from it) of the love of the Father ; 

1 A Lapide interprets 2yéenyv in the Catholic interest : ie. charitatem tum 
activam (actum amoris Dei quo nos mire amat), tum passivam nobisque a Deo 
communicatam et infusam. Videte quantam charitatem... nobis... 
praestitit et exhibuit Deus, cum. . . charitatem creatam nobis dedit et 
infudit, qua filii Dei nominamur et sumus. — Very appropriately Luther, in his 
Scholia : usus est Joannes singulari verborum pondere: non dicit, dedisse nobis 
Deum donum aliquod, sed ipsam caritatem et fontem omnium bonorum, cor 

ipsum, ete. 
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Ebrard unsuitably gives the meaning by the explanation ror. 
ay. Sédwxev Hy. 6 TaTHp év TS BovreoOas iva x.7.X., inasmuch 
as the love of God is bestowed on us, not in His will, but in 

the act which is the outcome of it.— «adetcOar is erro- 
neously explained by Baumgarten-Crusius = é£ovolav éyew 
yevéoOar, John i. 12, so that the sense would be: “that we 

have the right to dare to call ourselves God’s children” 
(Neander) ; it is very common to take cadXetoOas = eivas, 
Augustin: hic non est discrimen inter dici et esse; this is so 
far correct as the name, which is here spoken of, inanis esse 
titulus non potest (Calvin), for : “ where God gives a name, He 
always gives the nature itself along with it” (Besser); the 
eivae is included in the canreicGar; yet the very fact of being 
called is significant, for it is only in the zame that the being 
is revealed, and it is through that giving of a name that the 
separation of believers from the world is actually accomplished. 
iva. . . KANOGpev is usually translated: “that we should be 
called.” Ewald adds: “at the day of judgment,” but it is 
not the future, but the present, that is here spoken of; 

kA\nOdpuev is therefore not to be taken as the subj. fut., but 
as the subj. aor.: “that we were named, and therefore are 
called.” Braune would explain the apostle’s expression in 
this way, that being children of God is “a work only gradually 
accomplished, an operation;” incorrectly, for “being the 
children of God” is certainly “a simply stated fact;” comp. 
the cal éopév and ver. 2. Instead of réxva aitod, John says 
T. Ocovd, because he wants to state the full name itself. The 
view of Baumgarten-Crusius has less in its favour, that the 
apostle contrasted zat7p and @eod in order to indicate: “He 
bestowed it on us lovingly, that we should be connected with 
the Godhead, inasmuch as the former describes the divine 

will, the latter the divine nature.” — «ai éopév, which 
according to the majority of authorities is scarcely a mere 
gloss (see the critical notes), says John in an independent 
form, not depending on ia (the Vulgate erroneously = simus)," 

1 Ebrard thinks that icuév may be dependent upon ‘vz, not certainly according 
to Buttmann’s, but according to John’s grammar ; incorrectly, for the present 
indicative after ive is not surely attested in John even by a single passage, 
whilst it is unmistakeably in Paul, 1 Cor. iv. 6 and Gal. iv. 17 (comp. in 
addition, Al. Buttmann, p. 202, note) ; it therefore appears most probable that 
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in order still more specially to bring out the element of being, 
which was certainly contained already in «An@dpev.— Not in 
order to comfort believers in regard to the persecutions which 
they have to suffer from the world (de Wette, Liicke, etc.), 

but to specify the contrast in which believers as téxva Qeod 
stand to the world, and the greatness of the love of the Father 
who has given them that name, the apostle continues: da 
TOUTO 0 KOTMOS Ov ywwaKer npwas| Sia TodTO refers back to the 
preceding thought (Bengel, de Wette, Briickner, Braune) ; 
thus: therefore, because we are children of God; the follow- 

ing 67. then serves to confirm the reason why the world does 
not know us as children of God. It is true, dva todtTo might 
be also directly referred to 67. (Baumearten-Crusius, also 
perhaps Liicke, Ewald); but with this reference the sentence 
would come in too disconnectedly. — With 6 xoopos comp. 
chap. li. 15.— ov yweoxner means: “does not know us,” Le. 
our inner nature, which we as téxva Qeod possess, is to the 
world something incomprehensible ; to it, alienated from God, 
what is godly is strange and inconceivable; comp. John xiv. 
17. Many commentators unnecessarily deviate from this 
proper meaning of the word; thus Grotius, who interprets it 
=non agnoscit pro suis; Semler = nos rejicit, reprobat ; 
Baumgarten-Crusius = pice? (“therefore the world cannot 
endure us, because it cannot endure Him—God ”). — 67« ov« 
éyvo avtov| “for it did not know Him” (namely, God or the 
Father); S. Schmid erroneously explains éyvw by: credere in 

Deum; Episcopius by: jussa Dei observare; John’s idea ot 
knowledge is to be retained, as in the case of yuvwoxer, so also 
in €yvw (Diisterdieck, Ebrard, Braune). 

Ver. 2. After emphatic resumption of éopév, the apostle 
indicates the yet concealed glory of the téxva Oeod. He 
begins with the address ayamynroé, which occurs to him here 
the more readily as he feels himself most closely connected 
with his readers in the common fellowship with God (so also 

xa) ieuty is added by John, not indeed as a triumphant exclamation, but as an 
utterance about the actual present state of his readers, confirming the preceding. 
If ioutv is regarded as dependent on ‘vz, we are compelled to weaken the idea 
xantauey, for Ebrard’s supposition that in xA7éduev is contained the relationship 
of God to us, or the element of ‘‘ being reconciled,” and in icwéy, on the other 

hand, ‘‘ our relationship to God, or the element of the conversion and renewal 

of our nature,” lacks any tenable ground. 
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Diisterdieck). — viv téxva Ocod éopev] viv is used in reference 
to the future (ov7w) ; it is here a particle of time, not = “ now, 
in consequence of that decree” (de Wette); a contrast with 
what immediately precedes (Liicke: “amidst all mistake on 
the part of the world, we are nevertheless really now the 
children of God;” so also Diisterdieck and Braune) is not 
suggested by it. Hereby the present glory of the believing 
Christian is described ;* before the apostle mentions the future 
glory, he observes that this is yet concealed: cat ov7T@ 
epavepobn Ti écdpebal havepodcbar may, as Ebrard re- 
marks, mean both: “to be actually revealed,” ov: “for the 

knowledge to be revealed ;” most commentators rightly take 
the word here in the first meaning; it is true, Ebrard main- 
tains that this explanation is grammatically impossible, because 
davepow, as governing a question, can only have the meaning 

of theoretical revelation; but this assertion is unfounded, for 

in the N. T. wsus loquendi (nay, even in the classics) the 
interrogative tis, sometimes ti, confessedly appears where, 
according to the rule, the relative should properly be used ; 
comp. Winer, p. 152; VII. p. 158 f.; Al. Buttmann, p. 216; 
and especially if the thought involves an assumed question, as 
is the case here.” That davepodcGar cannot here be under- 
stood of the theoretical revelation is clear—(1) from the fact 
that no liv is put with it, which Ebrard arbitrarily inserts 
when he interprets: “it has not yet been revealed to ws, no 
information about it has yet been communicated to us;” 
(2) from the fact that the apostle himself immediately after- 
wards says what Christians will be in the future; (3) from the 
fact that a confession of present ignorance is at variance with 
the natural connection ; from the fact that with this view a very 
artificial thought results for the following words: oldapev K.7.X. ; 

1 De Wette incorrectly remarks on icyéy: “ by destiny, by faith and aspira- 
tion or idea ;” John rather signifies by tcuév the actual reality. 

2 Acts xiii. 25 is especially to be compared. According to Buttmann, the 
interrogative is used for the relative only after predicates which have a certain 
similarity with the verba sentiendi, etc., thus especially after xe (Mark viii. 
1, 2); yet this similarity is sometimes at the least very remote, thus with 30é7- 
czrat, Matt. x. 19, and with treizacov, Luke xvii. 8, where Buttmann finds him- 

self compelled to supply a connecting verb. Besides, a similarity with the verba 
sentiendi is not to be denied to the verb Qav:podcéas, even if it does not describe 
the theoretical revelation, for the coming out of concealment includes the be- 
coming visible. 
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see below. — By ovrrw éfavepwOn x.7.r. the apostle accordingly 
states that the future condition of those who at present are 
téxva @eod is still concealed, has not yet come to light (comp. 
Col. iii. 3; Rom. viii. 18)." This future state is, it is true, 
something different from the present, yet it is not absolutely 
new, but is that “ which is latent and established in the pre- 
sent” (Diisterdieck, Braune). — oiéapev 61e éav davepwhh 
K.7.r.| By otdauev the apostle expresses his own and his 
readers’ consciousness of that which, as téxva @ecod, they will 

be in the future. — With davepw6} we must supply ti écd- 
weOa, the meaning is the same as it previously has; so it is 
correctly explained by Didymus, Augustin, Socinus, Grotius, 
Paulus, Baumegarten-Crusius, de Wette, Semler, Liicke, Diister- 

dieck, Erdmann, Braune, ete. As Ebrard similarly supplies 7¢ 
écopueba, but understands davepw67 here also of the knowledge, 
there results for him this thought: “we know rather that 
when it shall be made known to us, we shall even already be 
like Him,’ in which “the emphasis is made to rest on the con- 
temporancousness of the theoretical PavepodoOar with the actual 
Sporto €oecOar ;” but in this interpretation, which suffers from 
unjustifiable supplements, a reference is brought out as the 

chief element of the thought which is in no way indicated, 
and is foreign to the context.— Some critics supply with 
davepwOh as subject Xpuotds, as in chap. ii. 28, so Syrus, 
Calvin, Beza, Hornejus, Calov, Semler, etc. (Myrberg at least 
thinks that this is not omnino improbabile); this is, however, 
erroneous, as in this davepwO7 what immediately precedes is 
clearly resumed. It is self-evident that this revelation will 
take place év 7 mapovoia Xpiotod; comp. ii. 28. —Oporos 
avT@ éoopeba] avTe, ic. Deo, cujus sumus filii (Bengel) ; the 
idea remains, indeed, essentially the same if avv@ is taken = 
Xp.iore (Storr), but the context decides in favour of the first 
explanation. The apostle says: we shall be to God dpmovor, 
not toot, because likeness to God will not be unconditioned, 
but conditioned by the nature of the creature, as a creature ; 
in so far Swovos may be translated by “like,” only this idea 

1 Ebrard groundlessly asserts that this view amounts to a tautology: ‘‘ our 
future state is still future,” for according to it the apostle rather expresses the 
thought that the future condition of the réxva @:0d will be distinguished from 
the present ; in which, plainly, there is not the slightest tautology contained, 
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has something indefinite in it, and therefore Sander not unjustly 
says “that thereby the point of the thought is lost.”. As John 
himself does not more particularly define this future opovorns 
of man with God, the commentator must not arbitrarily restrict 

the general idea on the one side or the other, as, for instance, 
by the reference to the “ light-nature of God” (Ebrard), or the 
Sixacoacvvn Oeod (Diisterdieck), or the d0fa Ocod (de Wette’). 
—O67e dyopeda avtov, cabs éote] This sentence states 
the logical ground of the foregoing; Calvin correctly: ratio 
haec ab effectu sumta est, non a causa; so that the sense is: 

“ because we shall see Him as He is, we therefore know that 

we shall be like Him” (Rickli; so also Socinus, 8. Schmidt, 

Erdmann, Myrberg, etc.). It is a different thought in 2 Cor. 
iii. 18, according to which Bengel explains: ex aspectu, simi- 
litudo (similarly Irenaeus, adv. haer. iv. 38, says: dpacus Ocod 
Tepitrointixn apOapoias), according to which the sense is: 
“the beholding is the cause of the likeness” (Spener; simi- 
larly Baumgarten-Crusius, de Wette, Neander, Kostlin, Diis- 

terdieck, Ebrard, Braune, Weiss, etc.). But John does not 

here want to explain whence the dpuoov civar TH Oem comes 
to the believer, but on what the oldapev is based. The 

certain hope of the Christian is that he shall see God. In 
that hope there lies for him the certainty that he will one 
day be like God; for God can only be seen by him who is 
like Him. When Rickli remarks on dWopeOa: “not a 
bodily vision of Him who is Spirit; it is the spiritual behold- 
ing, the knowledge of God in His infinite divine nature” 
(similarly Frommann, p. 217), or when others interpret this 
opav simply by “to know aright,” and similarly, this is con- 
trary to the sense of the apostle ; for as the word itself indeed 
shows, an actual seeing is meant. For man in his earthly 

1 Baumgarten-Crusius and others quote on this passage 2 Pet. i. 4: xosmaval 
ras Osias Qucews ; this is (as Briickner also remarks) unsuitable, for in this ex- 
pression the author of that Epistle does not say what the Christian will be one 
day, but what he already és ; it therefore corresponds rather to the rixva @:0v. 

2 To Diisterdieck’s question, Why then did not the apostle write: sYiucta 
avroy, ors duo avea tooueta? it isa valid reply: because he did not want to 
represent the beholding of God, but likeness to God, as the purpose of the divine 
love. The justification of the rejected explanation by 2 Cor. iii. 18 is inappro- 
priate, because John describes the future condition of the children of God, not 
as a becoming like, but as a being like (etusta). 
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body, God is certainly invisible; but it is different with the 
glorified man in his cdma rvevpatixov (1 Cor. xv. 44); he 
will not merely know (the believer has knowledge already here), 
but see God; and, moreover, no longer 6’ éodmrtpou év aiviy- 
patt, but tpocwmov rpos mpocwmov, 1 Cor. xiii. 12. 
Compare on the seeing of God, Matt. v. 8; 2 Cor. v. 7; Rev. 
xxii. 4. — By xa@as éote the entire reality of the nature of 
God: “as He is, not merely in a copy, etc., but in Himself and 
in His nature, His perfect majesty and glory” (Spener), is 
described." The relation of the single parts of this verse is 
usually regarded by the commentators as adversative ; cer- 
tainly viv and ovrw form an antithesis, but the connecting 
xai shows that the apostle considered the first two thoughts 
less in their antithesis to one another than in their co-ordina- 
tion, inasmuch as it occurred to him to emphasize them both 
equally: both that believers are now really téxva Oeod, and 
also that a glory as yet concealed—namely, likeness to God— 
awaits them. Between the third and fourth parts also a sort 
of antithesis occurs (hence the Recepta 6€), but here also the 
apostle is not anxious to bring out this contrast, but rather 
to add to the negatively-expressed thought, for its confirma- 
tion, the positive substance of Christian consciousness ; comp. 
de Wette-Briickner, Braune. 

Ver. 3 shows the moral effect of the Christian hope; not 
the condition with which the fulfilment of it is connected, as 

Liicke thinks. The same combination of ideas, only in the 
form of exhortation, occurs in 2 Cor. vi. 18 and vil. 1; 2 Pet. 

ili. 13, 14. — was 0 €ywv tH errida TabTnv er’ adT@] namely, 
the hope of one day being like God.” “ In the case of was 6 
éy. we can, as in ii, 29, bring out the converse in the meaning 
of the apostle: every one... and only such” (Diisterdieck). 

1 Calvin : Deus nunc se nobis conspiciendum offert, non qualis est, sed qualem 
modulus noster eum capit. Weiss rightly observes that the emphasis is laid on 
xabus tor; but it is incorrect for him to place this in contrast with His mani- 
festation in the Son ; for God has not revealed Himself in Christ otherwise than 

xabus tor:.—As a curiosity the explanation of Oertel may be given here: ‘* One 

day after several centuries, mankind, which now belongs too much to the spirit 
of barbarism, will become more glorified, more ennobled, and more happy, and 
thus attain to the perfect knowledge of the plan of God and the purpose of 
Jesus.” 

* Ebrard groundlessly would understand by iax/s the treasure which is the 
object of the hope. 
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The phrase éyew éAmiéa éxe with dative only here; Acts 
xxiv. 15: éy. €dm. eis Ocov; but eAmifew emi with dative: 
Rom. xv. 12 and 1 Tim. vi. 17. — avt@, ie. Oe@] God is 
regarded as the basis on which the hope is founded. The idea 
of maintaining (Spener) is not contained in éyew. — ayvifer 
éautov Kabes K.T.r.] ayvifew (comp. on 1 Pet. i. 22), not “ to 
keep oneself pure” (&% Mons, Bengel, Russmeyer, etc.), but 
“to purify oneself, ac. to make oneself free of everything that 
is unholy ;” in Jas. iv. 8 it is used synonymously with «a@a- 
piv. This self-purification necessarily follows from the 
Christian’s hope, because the object of this is to be like God, 

and therefore also to be holy. — In reference to the opinion 
that this purification is described as an act of man, Augustine 
says: videte quemadmodum non abstulit liberum arbitrium, ut 
diceret : castificat semetipsum. Quis nos castificat nisi Deus ? 
Sed Deus te nolentem non castificat. Castificas te, non de te; sed 

de illo, qui venit, ut habitet in te. The active impulse of this 
ayvitew éavrov does not lie in the natural liberum arbitrium 
of man, but in the hope, which the salvation work of God 
presupposes in man. — This purification takes place after the 
pattern (xaos) of Christ (éxeivos, ver. 4), who is dyvos, i.e. 
“pure from every sinful stain.” The want of harmony which 
exists in the juxtaposition of the dyvifew éavtov of the Chris- 
tian and the dyvoy etvas of Christ, must not induce us to take 
xa0os here otherwise than in ver. 7, ii. 6, iv. 17, namely = 

quandoquidem, so that this clause would add a second motive 
for the ayvifew éavrov, as Ebrard thinks; tho sense rather 
is, that the purity of Christ is the pattern for Christians, 
which the Christian by self-purification strives to copy in his 
life also. — éori: “ the dyvorns is a quality inherent in Christ” 
(Liicke) ; the present is not put for the preterite, but signifies 
the unbroken permanent state; chap. i. 29. 

Ver. 4. The believer is so much the more bound to holi- 
ness, as all sin is avowia.— mas 6 mowwy x.7.r.] corresponding 
to the beginning of ver. 3, was 6 éywyv x.7.X. The apostle is 
anxious to emphasize the truth of the thought as being with- 
out exception. ovety THY apwaptiay, as the antithesis of 
move THY Suxacocvvny, chap. ii. 29, is contrasted with ayvigeww 
éautov, ver. 3; as the apostle “wants to contrast with the 
positive sentence ver. 3 its negative counterpart,’ “he begins 

MeryeEr.—1 Joun. 2B 
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with the antithesis of that idea which formed the predicate in 
ver. 3, and makes it the subject” (Ebrard). The definite 
article shows that the idea, according to its complete extent, is 

intended as definite, as forming the concrete antithesis to 7 

dixatocvvy ;* both the interpretation of Socinus: “to remain 
in sin,” and that of Baumgarten-Crusius: “ to receive sin into 
oneself, to let it exist in oneself,’ are alike arbitrary; even 

the very common definition: “to sin knowingly and wilfully,” 
is out of place here, as the subject here is not the way im 
which sin is done, but the actual doing of sin itself. According 
to Briickner? by qoveiv thv dpaptiay “an actual moral 
tendency of life” is indicated; this explanation is apparently 
justified by vv. 6, 8, 9, but even in these passages the apostle’s 
meaning goes beyond the restricted idea of “ tendency of life,” 
inasmuch as he certainly has sinning in view. — cal tiv dpap- 
tiav Trovet| “kai accentuates the idea that the very doing of 
dpaptia is as such equally the doing of dvouia” (Diisterdieck) ; 
by avouia we are to understand, according to the constant 
usus loquendi, never the mere non-possession of the law (dif- 
ferently dvouos, 1 Cor. ix. 21), but always the violation of the 

law, namely, of the divine law, of the divine order according 
to which man should regulate his life—Jawlessness (Liicke).° 
The sense therefore is: he who practises sin (in whatever way 
it may be) thereby makes himself guilty of the violation of 
divine order, he acts contrary to the OéAnua Tod Ocod, chap. 
ii. 17. According to Ebrard, ryv dvopiay moteiv expresses 
the antithesis of éyew tiv édrida tavtnv, ver. 3; but it is 
more correct to perceive in that sentence—instead of a con- 

clusion—the introduction of a new element, by which the 
sharp contrast with tiv Sicavocdvyny (ii. 29) is indicated. — 
The following words: xal % dwaptia éotlv 7 avomia, are added, 

1 Braune, however, rightly observes that too strong an emphasis is not to be laid 
here, either upon the article or on rasiv, for in ver. 9 it is put &uapriay rosiv, and 
then, as synonymous with it, simply éuaprdve»; nevertheless, it is to be noticed 

that ‘the fuller idea rasiv civ du. at the beginning includes and determines the 
others, rasiv du. and a&uapravey” (Ebrard). 

2 Briickner rightly rejects the interpretation of de Wette: éuapria appears to 
be the broader idea, dvouzia the narrower, more definite and stronger, including 

particular offences, vices, etc. 

3 dvouia is distinguished from adixia (i. 9, v. 17) in this way, that the former 
idea is contrasted with abstract right (3/«n), the latter with the concrete form of 
right (ve~0s) (Briickner). 
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partly to confirm the previous thought, partly to mark empha- 

tically the identity of dwaptia and avouia which is expressed 
in it. The apostle does not want to give an exact definition 
of the idea dywaptia (contrary to Sander), but to indicate its 
nature from the side “on which its absolute antagonism to any 
fellowship with God appears most unrestrictedly” (Briickner). 
The apostle could not more sharply express the antithesis 
between the character of the believer, who és a téxvov Qeod, 

and will be dworos Oem, and the awaptia, than by showing 
apaptia to be avouia, whereby he most distinctly opposes the 
moral indifferentism, against which the first section of the 
Epistle is also directed. Violence is done to the thought, both by 
limiting the idea duaprtia to a particular kind of sin (a Lapide: 
loquitur proprie de peccato perfecto, puta mortifero), and by 
making dvouia the subject and dyaptia the predicate ;* so 
also by mixing up references which are foreign to the context.’ 
The cat by which the two sentences are connected with one 
another, Bengel translates and explains by: immo (so also 
Brickner by “ nay”), with the remark: non solum conjuncta 
est notio peccati et iniquitatis, sed eadem; this is incorrect, 
for even the first sentence expresses, not a mere connection, 

but identity. The apostle could have written instead of kai 
the confirmatory particle 67, or the like, but by means of «cai 
the thought of the second clause obtains a more independent 
position (so also Braune). 

Ver. 5 contains a new proof of the incompatibility of the 
Christian life with sin ; this exists in Christ, to whose example 

the apostle has already pointed in ver. 3. Of Christ John 
states two things, while he appeals to the consciousness of his 
readers (oidaTe; the same is the case with the reading of w: 
oldayev)—(1) that His manifestation (ébavepéOn, an expres- 

1 Kostlin (p. 246) appeals in behalf of this construction to John i. 1: xai @zds 
ny 6 Adyos, assuming that xa! auapria x.7.2. is to be read; see, however, the 

critical notes. Against this construction there is, besides, the fact that éwapria 
would have to be taken in a different sense here from that in which it is pre- 
viously used, namely, as Kostlin says: ‘‘ The first time zuzprix means sinful 
action, the second time guilt in the sight of God.” 

This is the case, for example, in Hilgenfeld’s explanation : ‘‘ Not every one 
who deviates from the ceremonial laws, but only the sinner, falls under the cate- 
gory of aveuie ;” not less in the remark of Calvin: ‘‘the sum of the thought is 
that the life of those who give themselves to sin is hateful to God, and cannot be 
tolerated by God,” 
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sion which refers to the previously unrevealed existence of 
Christ in heaven) had this purpose: wa tas dpaptias dpn; 
and (2) that He is without sin.— tas dwaptias alpew may, 
of course, mean in itself “ ¢o bear our sins,” ze. as the atoning 
sacrifice, in order thereby to procure their forgiveness, but 
here it means “to take away, to remove our sins;” for even 
although the Hebrew expression ji? NY’) signifies both, yet the 
LXX. translates this in the second sense only by ape, but in 
the first sense by épecy (comp. Meyer on John i. 29, and my 
comm. on 1 Pet. 11. 24); moreover, aipew with John con- 
stantly means “ to take away ;” comp. xi. 48, xv. 2, xvii. 15, 

xix. 31, 38; and the context is also decisive in favour of this 

meaning, for even though in the thought that Christ bore our 
sins, inasmuch as He suffered for them, there lies a mighty 
impulse to avoid sins, yet the antagonism of the Christian life 
to sin appears more directly and more strongly if the taking 
away of sins is described as the purpose of the manifestation 
of Christ. Késtlin (p. 180) rightly says: “the expression 
signifies to take away the sins themselves, but not their guilt 
or their punishment, for it is added: cai dp. év adt@ ovx Ecru, 
and in ver. 8: épya tod duaBorov.” This interpretation in 
Calvin, Luther, Russmeyer, Paulus, Baumgarten - Crusius, 

Neander, Frommann (p. 449), Diisterdieck, Myrberg, Ebrard, 
Braune, etc., contrary to which Liicke, de Wette, Erdmann, etc., 

explain aipewy =“ to bear ;” Liicke: “ the object of the manifes- 
tation of Christ is the bearing of sins as a holy offering in His 
death ;” while others, as Bede (“tollit et dimittendo quae 
facta sunt et adjuvando ne fiant et perducendo ad vitam, ubi 
fieri omnino non possint”), Socinus, a Lapide, Spener, Sander, 
Besser (also Liicke in his 1st ed."), combine both meanings. 
Weiss, it is true, interprets aipew correctly, but thinks that 
the plural dyaprtias “can only signify actually existing sins ” 
which Christ takes away, “inasmuch as His blood cleanses us 
from their guilt ;” but in the whole context the subject is not 
the guilt of sins, but the sins themselves. The plural, how- 

ever, by no means renders that interpretation compulsory. — 

1« Albay ¢. au. nuwy corresponds to the xabapifiyv dad raons du., i. 7, and signi- 
fies the whole extent of the redemptive activity of Christ, His office of taking 
away sin, both in the ideal sense by the act of forgiving sin, and also in the real 
sense by the act of sanctifying the saved.” 
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The pronoun sev after tas duaprtias (see the critical notes) 
is regarded by Liicke and de Wette as genuine; Liicke: “ be- 
cause John would otherwise have written t7v dpaptiav ;” 
de Wette: “because its omission appears to be occasioned by 
the interpretation of aipew =to remove ;” Diisterdieck remarks 
against 7ov, that in the whole section vv. 4-10 there is no 
direct application expressed ; from internal grounds it cannot 
be decided, inasmuch as tas dwapt. yue@v can be taken quite 
as generally as the simple tas auaptias. In regard to the 
plural tas dpaprias, Diisterdieck rightly says that “thereby 
the form of representation is made so much the more vivid, 
as the whole mass of all individual sins is taken into view.” 
It is to be observed that John does not regard Christ, accord- 
ing to the Pelagian mode of thought, only as the motive for 
the free self-determination of man, but as the active living 
cause of sanctification determining the will of man. It is His 
crucifixion especially from which proceeds, not only the for- 
giveness of sins, but also (in and with this) the new life, in 
which the believer purifies himself (ayvier), even as He 1s 
pure (ayvos). — The second thing which John states of Christ 
is: Kal dwaptia év ait ov éott. The meaning of these 
words is not that in those who are in Christ there is no sin 
(Calvin, Paulus), but that Christ Himself is without sin; 

comp. ver. 3, ii. 29. This clause is not meant to confirm the 

preceding one (a Lapide: ideo Christus potens fuit tollere 
peccatum, quia carebat omni peccato, imo potestate peccandi ; 
so also Oecumenius, Lorinus, Baumgarten-Crusius, Sander, 

Neander) ; but it is co-ordinate with it (Liicke, de Wette- 
Briickner, Diisterdieck, Braune), in order to serve as a basis for 

the following statement. — The present éo7/ is not used instead 
of the preterite (Grotius), nor is it to be explained in this way, 
with Winer (p. 239, VII. 251), that “ the sinlessness of Jesus 
is considered as still present in faith ;” but it rather denotes, 
as in ver. 3, the character of Christ in its eternal existence. 

Ver. 6. was 0 €v avte (ie. Xpicte) pévov] refers back to 
the exhortation in ii. 27; pévesv, not merely =inesse, ex- 
presses close fellowship. — ody duapraver] John hereby states 

the abiding in Christ and sinning as irreconcilable opposites ; 
still it is not his meaning that the believing Christian does 
not sin any more at all, or that he who still sins is not in 
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Christ, for in i. 8-10, ii. 1, 2, ili. 3, he clearly enough ex- 
presses that sin still clings to the Christian, and that he 
therefore needs constantly both the forgiving and saving 
grace of God and the intercession of Christ, as well as self- 
purification. The solution of the apparent contradiction must 
not be sought by giving the word duaptavew here a meaning 
different from what it has elsewhere (¢.g.—persistere in pec- 
cato; or with Capellus—sceleratum esse, orto commit peccata 
mortalia) ; nor even by appealing to the apostle’s ideal mode 
of conception (de Wette, Diisterdieck ; substantially also Weiss 
and Briickner*), for “John has here to do with real cases, and 
wants to indicate to us the marks by which it may be known 
whether a man loves the Lord or not, whether he is a child of 

God or of the wicked one” (Sander), as is clear from davepa 
éott, ver. 10; but only in the fact that the Christian, who is a 
Téxvov Oeod, bears the contradiction in himself that he, on the 

one hand, it is true, still actually sins, but, on the other hand, 

is also actually free from sin—so free from it that he cannot 
sin (ver. 9); he has actually broken with sin, so that in his 
most inner nature he is in the most decided opposition to it ; 
yet at the same time he finds it in himself, and indeed in such 
a way that he still actually sins (chap. i. 10), but inasmuch 
as he confesses it, and experiences the forgiving and saving 
love of the faithful God towards him (chap. i. 9), and with 
all earnestness practises the dyvifew éavrov, it ever loses more 
and more its power over him, and thus it results that it is no 
longer sin, but opposition to it (as something foreign to his 
nature), that determines his conduct of life; and hence the 
apostle may with perfect justice say, that he who abides in 
Christ does not sin (so also Braune *), which is quite the same 
as when Paul says: el tus év Xpiot@, Kawn KTiows" TA apxaia 

1 When Weiss (and Briickner agreeing with him) says ‘‘ that John here repre- 
sents the Christian life as according to its nature it is and ought to be,” the 
expression of the apostle is explained by him also from its idealism. 

2 Besser appropriately says: ‘* Every one who abides in Christ, to whom He 
once belongs, does not sin, but says ‘No’ to sin, which belongs to the old man, 
and resists its alien power. A Christian does not do sin, but he suffers it. His 
will, his Christian Ego, is not at one with sin. Hatred of sin is the common 
mark of the children of God ; love of sin the common property of the children of 
the devil.” Augustine’s explanation: “in quantum in Christo manet, in tantum 
non peccat,” is unsatisfactory, because it would thereby appear as if the inner 
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TapHrdev, idov, yéyove Kawa Ta mavta (2 Cor. v. 17).— 
The antithesis expressed in the first clause is even more sharply 
brought out in the second, inasmuch as John does not say: 

fal id id / > / > b) lal > Cae Tas 0 duwaptavov ... ov wéver év avT@, but: ody E®paxer 
, a . 

avTOV, OVdE Eyvw@Key avTdOV.— Tas 0 duapTaverv is every 
one who leads a life in dwaptia, and therefore has not come 
out of the xocpos into the number of God’s children ;+ such 
an one, says John, hath not seen, neither known adrtop, ic. 

Christ. Liicke takes the perfects éépaxey and éyvwxev in 
present signification, the former in the meaning of “the pre- 
sent possession of the experience,” the latter in the meaning 
of “the present possession of previously obtained knowledge ;” 
but this is not rendered necessary by the context, and hence 
the perfects are to be retained as such, although it must be 
admitted that John is considering the result as one that con- 
tinues into the present. The meaning of the two verbs in 
their relation to one another is very differently explained ; 
according to some commentators, éwpaxev signifies something 
inferior (Semler, Baumgarten-Crusius, Liicke in his Ist ed.), 
according to others, something superior (Socinus, Neander, 

Frommann, p. 223), to éyvwxev ; with the former view ovéé is 
taken as =“ and still less,’ with the latter as=“and not as 

much as;” both are incorrect, for a difference of degree is in 
no way suggested; yet the two expressions are not to be 

regarded as synonymous, so that éyywxe would only be added 
to bring out the spiritual meaning of éwpaxev (Diisterdieck), 
for although ovdé can neither be necessarily “ disjunctive ” 
(Liicke, 1st ed.) nor “conjunctive” (Liicke, 2d ed.), yet the 
form of the clauses shows, inasmuch as the object is put along 
with each verb, that ov5é here has a stronger emphasis, and 
that John wanted to express by the two verbs two distinct 
ideas. In order to determine these, the original signification 

life of the Christian was something divided in itself; but it is more correct when 
he says: ‘‘ Etsi infirmitate labitur, peccato tamen non consentit, quia potius 
gemendo Iuctatur.” 

1 Ebrard says this explanation is opposed to the context, because ‘‘even from 
ver. 4 the subject is such as are Christians, but are lacking in holiness, and it 
is only in ver. 6 that it is stated how far such Christians cannot be regarded 
as truly regenerate ;”” but (1) do not the wnregenerate Christians still belong to 
the xéezos? and (2) does not that explanation refer precisely to the close of the 
6th verse ? 
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of the words must be retained ; opdy signifies neither “the mere 
historical knowledge of Christ” (Liicke), nor the perseverantia 
communionis cum Christo (Erdmann), and ywooxew signifies 
neither “the experience of the heart,’ nor even “ love,” but 
even here opav means to sce, and ywooxew to know; but the 
seeing of Christ takes place when the immediate consciousness 
of the glory of Christ has dawned upon us, so that the eye of 
our soul beholds Him as He is in the totality of His nature ; 
the knowing of Him when by means of inquiring considera- 
tion the right understanding of Him has come to us, so that 
we are clearly conscious not only of His nature, but also of 
His relation to us." 

Ver. 7. While the apostle would reduce the specified anti- 
thesis to the last cause, and thereby bring it out in all its 
sharpness, he begins the new train of thought, connected, 

however, with the preceding, after the impressive address 
texvia (or matdia), with the warning directed against moral 
indifferentism: pndeis mrAavatw vuds, which, as Diisterdieck 
rightly observes, is not necessarily founded on a polemic 
against false teachers (Antinomians, for instance) ; comp. chap. 
i. 8.— 06 mov thy Sikavoctvny, Sixavos éote Kabws K.7.r.] 
with zrovety thy Scx., comp. chap. ii. 29. From the connection 

with the foregoing we would expect as predicate either: é#pa- 
kev avtov «.7.d. (ver. 6), or €v adT@ péver (ver. 5); but it is 
peculiar to John to introduce new thoughts and references in 

1 With this interpretation that of Sander, who interprets tapzxev of ‘‘ spiritual 
intuition or beholding,” and ¢yswx«v of the ‘‘ knowledge obtained more Ly reflec- 
tion along the lines of dialectic and inquiry,” as well as that of Myrberg, accord- 
ing to which the former signifies the ‘“‘immediata perceptio Christi spirituali 
modo homini se manifestantis,” the latter the ‘‘ perdurans cognitio atque intelli- 
gentia,” are in substantial agreement. Braune, it is true, assents to this view, 

but he erroneously thus defines the thought of the apostle: ‘‘ Every one who 

sins, and inasmuch as he sins, is one in whom the seeing and knowing of Christ 
is a thing of the past, but does not continue and operate into the present,” for 
John plainly says of him who sins that he has not seen or known Christ. When 
Erdmann defines ?yywxzv as the cognitio Christi, quae et intuitu et intellectu non 
solum personae Christi verum etiam totius ejus operis indolem complectitur, this 
is in so far unsuitable, as the intuitu belongs precisely to the tapaxey. Very 
unsatisfactory is Ebrard’s explanation, that épzv is *‘ the seeing of Christ as the 
light, ywaexsy the loving knowledge.” The difference between épzv and ywaexsy 

appears also in this, that in the former the operating activity is represented 
rather on the side of the object, which,presents itself to the eye of the soul; in 
the latter, rather on the side of the subject, which this verb makes the subject 
of consideration. 
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antithetical sentences. By the subordinate clause xa@ws 
exeivos (ic. Xpictos) Sixatos €ote he puts the idea dikaros 
in direct reference to Christ, so that the thought of this verse 
includes in it this, that only he who practises d:carocvvn has 
known Christ and abides in Him; for he only can be exactly 
xabas Xptoros (i.e. in a way corresponding to the pattern of 
Christ) who stands in a real fellowship of life with Him. It 
is incorrect, both to interpret, with Baumgarten-Crusius: “he 

who is righteous follows the example of Christ,’ and also to 
take Sécacos =“ justified,” and to define the meaning of the 
verse thus: “only he who has been justified by Christ does 
righteousness.” ’— There is this difference between the two 
ideas: movety tHv dix. and Séxacov eivac, that the first signifies 
the action, the second the state. The reality of the latter is 
proved in the former. He who does not do righteousness 
shows thereby that he zs not righteous.” 

Ver. 8. 6 rowdy tiv duaptiay] forms the diametrical oppo- 
site of 0 mow@y tHv Sixaocvyny, inasmuch as it signifies the 
inan whose life is a service of sin, “ who lives in sin as his 

element” (Sander). While the former belongs to Christ, and 
is a Téxvov Oecod, the latter is éx tov duaBorov; &x does 

not signify here either merely connection (de Wette), or 
similarity (Paulus), or imitation (Semler), but, as the expres- 
sion téxvoy tod diaBodov (ver. 10) shows, origin (so also 
Ebrard): the life that animates the sinner emanates from 
the devil; “ not as if the devil created him, but that he intro- 

duced the evil into him” (Russmeyer). The apostle confirms 
the truth of this statement by the following words: 67 a7 
apyns 0 SuaBoro0s apaptaver. The words am’ dpyijs are put 
first, because the chief emphasis rests on them, inasmuch as 
those who commit sin are é« Tod dsaBorov, not because he 

sins, but because it is he who sinneth am’ apyjs. From this 
expression it must not, with Frommann and Hilgenfeld, be 

1 As there is no reference here at all to justification, there is no ground what- 
ever for the assertion of a Lapide, that the thought of this verse forms a contra- 
diction to the Protestant doctrine of justification by faith. — The interpretation 
of Lorinus, that 6 roay r%y dx. is=qui habet in se justitiam i. e. opus gratiae, 
videlicet virtutem infusam, is also plainly erroneous. 

* Braune rightly proves, against Roman Catholics and Rationalists, that ‘‘the 
predicate is not first attained after what is expressed in the subjective clause 
lias taken place,” and that rather ‘‘ the predicate is immanent in the subject.” 
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inferred that John was considering the devil as an originally 
evil being—in dualistic fashion (comp. Kostlin, p. 127, and 
Weiss, p. 132 ff.),—for John is not here speaking of the being, 
but of the action of the devil. In order not to accuse John 
of the Manichaean dualism, the attempt has been made to 
define am’ apyijs more particularly, either by referring it to 
the creation of the world (Calvin, 8. G. Lange; also Hofmann, 
Schriftbew, 2 ed. I. 429: “since the beginning of the world,” 
or: “from the beginning of history, in the course of which 
the sin of men has begun”), or to res humanae (Semler), or 
to the time of the devil’s fall (Bengel: ex quo diabolus est 
diabolus); but all these supplements are purely arbitrary. 
Many modern commentators take the expression in reference 
to the sin of man, and find this idea expressed in it, that “ the 
devil is related to all the sins of men as the first and seduc- 
tive originator” (Nitzsch, Syst. der christlichen Lehre, 6th ed. 
p. 244f.); thus Liicke, Diisterdieck, Ebrard, Weiss, Braune, 

and previously in this commentary; but this thought, while 
it no doubt lies in the preceding é« Tod dva8odou and in the 
following téxvov rod dvaBorov, and hence in the thesis to be 
established, does not lie in this confirmatory clause, apart 
from the fact that in aw apyfjs dwaptdver no reference is 
indicated to the sin of man. It is otherwise in John viii. 44, 

where the more particular definition of the relation of the 
devil to men is supplied with az’ apyfs from the context 
(“since he has put himself in connection with men”); here, 
on the contrary, John does not say: “what the devil is to 
men, but what is his relationship to God” (Hofmann as 
above); but as he describes his relationship by am’ apyxijs 
dpaptaver, as a sinning which has continued from the begin- 
ning, this can only mean that the devil’s first action was sin, 

and that he has remained and remains in that action. Like- 
wise in the interpretation which Briickner gives of am’ apyijs: 
“4, so long as there is sin,’ am’ dpyhs does not receive its 
full force.1— The present duaptdve: describes the sinning of 

1 The idea that the devil, before he sinned, was for a time without sin, is 

nowhere expressed in Scripture ; neither in John viii. 44 nor in the deutero- 
canonical passages Jude 6 and 2 Pet. ii. 4 (see my comm. on these passages).— 
The view of Frommann, that John’s statements do not justify the representa- 
tion of a personal existence of the devil, that ‘‘ he is nothing further than the 
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the devil as uninterruptedly continuous. — eés todto éfave- 
peOn «.7.r.] As vv. 6, 7 refer to the second part of ver. 5, 
these words refer to the first part of that verse; they not only 
express the antithesis between Christ and the devil, but they 
bring out the fact that the appearance of Christ has for its 
object the destruction of the épya tod SvaBonrou, ic. of the 
dpaptiae which are wrought by him (not “ the reward of sin,” 
Calov, Spener ; nor “ the agency that seduces to sin,” de Wette). 
Avew is used here as in John ii. 19 (similarly 2 Pet. iii. 
10-12), in the meaning of “to destroy ;” less naturally some 
commentators (a Lapide, Lorinus, Spener, Besser, etc.) main- 
tain the meaning “to undo,” sins being regarded as the snares 
of the devil. 

Ver. 9. Antithesis of the preceding verse; yet what was 
there the subject is here—in its opposite—the predicate, and 
what was there the predicate is here the subject.— sds o 
yeyevunpévos é€k Tov Ocod] Antithesis to him who is é« tod 
duaBorov (ver. 8); “by sds the general signification of the 
clause is indicated” (Braune) ; dwaptiav ov trovet| is used in 
the same sense as ody dwaptdver, ver. 6. To be born of God 
and to commit sin are mutually exclusive contraries ; for 6 Oeds 
has éott, Kal oxoTia év avTd ovK Eat ovdeuia, chap. i. 5 ; 

comp. also chap. 11. 29; the child is of the same nature with 
him of whom he is born. For confirmation of the thought, 
John adds: 6t¢ omépya avtod év atte péver. Both the 

deeper context and the expression itself are opposed to the! 
interpretation of these words, according to which o7répya is 

explained = téxvov, and év avt®=év Oem (Bengel, Lange, 
Sander, Steinhofer); for if the apostle meant to say that “a 
child of God remains in God,” he would certainly not have 
exchanged the word téxvov, which so naturally would suggest 
itself just here, for another word, unusual in ¢his sense. By | 
oméppa Oecod is rather to be understood the divine element | 
of which the new man is produced’ (comp. Gospel of John | 
i. 13), and which, as the essence of his being, keeps him from 

> is to be world-spirit that tempts man, considered in concrete personality,’ 
rejected as arbitrary. 

1 Frommann (p. 170) incorrectly interprets ox{pz« of the divine light origin- 
ally dwelling in man, by which he is distinguished from the rest of creation ; 
for the subject here is not men as such, but the rizva rod @sod. 
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sin. According to many commentators (Clemens Al., Augustin, 
Bede, Luther I.,1 Spener, Grotius, Besser, Weiss, Ewald, etc.), 

this is the word of God, in favour of which appeal is made not 
only to the parable of the sower (Matt. xiii.), but also to 
1 Pet. i. 25 and Jas.i.18. But that parable can here so 
much the less be adduced, as in it the reference is to the seed 

of plants ; but here, as the allusion to the idea yeyevynuévos” 
shows, “the comparison is made to the seed of human birth, 
as in John i, 13” (Neander); and in the two other passages) 
the word is not represented so much as the seed, but as the 
means of producing the new life? It is scarcely to be doubted 
that the apostle was here thinking of the Holy Spirit; the 
only question is whether he means the Spirit Himself, the 
avetbuu ayvov in His divine personality (so Beza: sic vocatur 
Spiritus sanctus, quod ejus virtute tanquam ex semine quodam 
novi homines efficiamur ; Diisterdieck, and Myrberg ; also, per- 

haps, Liicke and de Wette), or the Spirit infused by Him into 
the heart of man, the germ of life communicated to his nature 
(Hornejus: nativitatis novae indoles; Semler: nova quaedam 
et sanctior natura; so also Ebrard, Braune, and others). The 

figurative expression is more in favour of the second view 
than of the first, only this germ of life must not, on the one 
hand, be regarded as something separate from the Holy Spirit 
Himself,’ nor, on the other hand, as love (a Lapide, Lorinus), 
for this is the life which has proceeded from the ovépya, but 
not the omépya itself.— The thought that he who is born of 
God does not commit sin is still further emphasized by the 
words cal ov dvvatat apuaptdavew, whereby, of course, not the 

physical, but no doubt the moral impossibility of sinning is 
described; both ideas, dwapravew as well as ov dvvarat, are 
to be retained in their proper meaning, and not to be arbi- 

1 In his 2d edition Luther says: ‘‘ He calls the cause of our change a seed, not 
a full ear of corn, but what is cast into the ground, and must first die there ; 

from thence there now results true repentance, so that it is accordingly said : 

he cannot sin.” 
2 Weiss appeals to chap. ii. 14; but from the fact that John there says: ¢ 

Abyos ToD Oxon ty Kuiv wives, it does not follow that cripua is here = 6 Asyos +. O.; 

so much the less as there is no reference there to being born of God. It is more 
appropriate in connection with cxpue to refer to chap. ii. 27. 

3 Briickner inversely first interprets 7r{pu2 as the rv:tu2 ¢. @., but then adds: 
‘* and, indeed, in this way, that the principle of life which operates on man is at 

the same time regarded as the germ of life planted in man.” 
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trarily perverted; auaptavery must here, just as little as in 
ver. 6, be restricted to mortal sins (a Lapide, Gagnejus), or to 
“sinning in the way in which they who are of the devil sin” 
(Besser), or “ to sinning knowingly and wilfully” (Ebrard), or 
even merely to the violatio charitatis (Augustin, Bede); but 
just as little is the pointedness and definiteness of ov dvvaras 
to be weakened and to be explained = aegre, difficulter potest, 
or similarly,’ for the apostle here wants to bring out the 
absolute antagonism which exists in general between being 
born of God and committing sin (so also Braune); comp. on 
ver. 6. With regard to the question as to the relationship of 
the thought expressed here to Heb. vi. 4 ff., comp. the remark 
on chap. i. 19.— As in the case of the first thought of this 
verse, so here to this second one a confirmatory clause is 
added, namely: étz é« tod Ocod yeyévyntat; it is true, the 
idea of the subject seems to be here repeated (similarly John 
lil. 31: 6 dv é« THs ys, ee THs yhs éote), but here é« Tod Ocod 
is put first, whereas in the subject it follows yeyevynuévos, by 
which that idea is strongly accentuated; Bengel: priora verba: 
ez Deo, majorem habent in pronunciando accentum, quod ubi 

observatur, patet, non idem per idem probari, collato initio verso. 
The sense therefore is: Because he is born of God (comp. chap. 
i. 5), he who is born of God, ze. the believer, cannot sin. 

Ver. 10a concludes the development of the thought with 
the sharp antithesis of the children of God and the children 
of the devil. — év tovtw is by most commentators justly re- 
ferred to the preceding, inasmuch as in ver. 9 the characteristic 
sion of the téxva tod Ocod, and in ver. 8 that of the téxva Tod 
S:aBoXov, are stated. Some commentators, however (a Lapide, 
Grotius, 8. Schmidt, Spener, Episcopius, Ebrard, etc.), refer it to 
what follows ; but asin this only the one part of the antithesis 
is resumed, this reference is found to necessitate an arbitrary 
supplement ; the explanation of a Lapide is clearly quite erro- 
neous: hae sunt duae tesserae et quasi duo symbola filiorum 
et militum Dei, sc. justitia et caritas.— qavepd éorr] The 
eivae €x Tod Ocod, and equally the efvas éx Tod diaBorov, are 
in their principle internal, and therefore concealed: it is by 

1 Grotius explains: res de qua agitur aliena est ab ejusmodi ingenio ; Paulus: 
‘*not absolutely impossible, but: lis whole spirituality and habit (!) are opposed 
to it.” 
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the different srovety that the different nature is disclosed ; 

comp. Matt. vii. 16.— The expression: ta téxva Tod d1a- 
Boxov, nowhere else in the N. T. except in Acts xiii. 10: vids 
duaBorov, is easily explained from ver. 8; comp. also John 
vill. 44. Sander supposes a distinction between these and the 
children of wrath, Eph. ii. 3; while the latter name signifies 
all who are not born again, the latter only signifies those among 
them “ who despise the grace offered to them in Christ, and 
wantonly set themselves against it.” This is, however, incor- 
rect; as the whole conduct of men falls under the contrast of 

dpaptdave and ovy duaptavew, so the distinction of réxva 
tod cod and réxva Tod diaPonov, that is based on it, equally 
embraces the whole of humanity (see also Braune). Socinus 
accordingly with justice says: Ex Apostoli verbis satis aperte 
colligi potest, quod inter filios Dei et filios Diaboli nulli sint 
homines medii. 

Vv. 100-22. This seetion treats of brotherly love as the 
substance of dicacoovvn, and is therefore most closely con- 
nected with the foregoing; it is the commandment of Christ 
(ver. 11), instead of which hatred reigns in the world 
(vv. 12, 13); with love, life is connected; with hatred, 

death (vv. 14, 15); in Christ we possess the ideal and 
example of love (ver. 16). True love consists not in word, 
but in deed (vv. 17, 18); it produces firm confidence towards 
God, and obtains an answer to prayer (vv. 19-22). 

Ver. 100. Transition to the section on brotherly love. — 
mas 0 pa Toray Sixatocvynr] refers to ver. 7, and further to 
chap. ii. 29; the meaning of rovety Svxatocvvny is here the 
same as there; only that the idea d:«avocvvn is indicated by 
the article as definite and restricted ; comp. ver. 8 : Tv duap- 

tiav; ver. 9: aduaptiav.— ovK Eotiv éx TOD Oeod] = ovK 
éotw Téxvov Tov Ocod.— Kal 6 wi) ayaTav Tov aderdov 
avtov| Calvin correctly says: hoc membrum vice exposi- 
tionis additum est. The ayazn is nota part of the Siacoovyy 
(Bengel, Spener, Lange, Neander, Gerlach), still less some- 
thing different from the dvcatocvvn, which must be connected 
with it (Rickli), or even forms an antithesis to it (Socinus’); 

1 While Socinus understands by dasocdvny roisiv juste vivere ex praescriptione 
Mosaicae legis et ipsius humanae rationis, he explains zyéen as the transcendent 
Christian virtue of sacrifice for the brethren, 
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but it is the essence and nature of the dixavocvvn (so also 
Braune’), or rather the dvcavocvvy itself in reference to the 
brethren; comp. Rom. xiii. 8-10; Gal. v. 14; Col. i. 14; 
1 Tim. i. 5; John xiy. 15. Besser: “brotherly love is the 
essence of all righteous life ;” it is related to ducavocvvn just 
as to the wepitrateiy Kalas éxeivos Tepiem@atnce, chap. ii. 6. 
Ebrard erroneously tries to prove from the avrod which is 

added that aderdos = 6 wAnciov, Luke x. 36, and is therefore 
used differently from i. 9, 10, 11, iv. 20, 21, for that John 

in this relative sentence passes on to the love of Christians 
towards one another is quite clear from ver. 11; the adrod 
only shows that, though in the foregoing the antithesis between 
the regenerate and the unregenerate is quite generally stated, 
this is for the special consideration of Christians. It is in- 
comprehensible that the view, according to which John in this 
section speaks of Christian brotherly love (de. the love of 
Christians towards one another), is in antagonism with Matt. 
v. 44; 1 Cor.iv. 12 (according to Ebrard). The co-ordinating 
kat is epexegetical = “ namely ;” it is unnecessary to supply 
ovuK éoTw ex T. O. 

Ver. 11. ére confirms the thought expressed in the fore- 
going, that he who does not love his brother is not of God. — 
aitn éotly 4 ayyedia] avrn refers to the following wa, with 
a retrospective allusion to ayaré@v 7. ad. avtov. The word 
ayyeria = “ message,’ is here to be taken in the meaning of 
“ commission,” “ commandment.” With the reading érayyeXa, 

comp. i. 5. By the words jv... dm dapyis, which do not 
refer to the Old Testament period (Grotius: etiam sub lege), 
or to “the beginning of history ” (Ebrard), the commandment 
of brotherly love is characterized as the ayyeAta which is 
necessarily connected with the preaching of the gospel; comp. 
chap. ii. 7. — tva x.7.0.] states, not the purpose for which the 
ayyedXia is given, but the import of it, as frequently with 
words of wishing, commanding, etc.; comp. Buttm. p. 203 ff? 
The ayar@pev adAjdovs shows that the apostle is in this 

} Ebrard and Myrberg object to this, that it may be true of love to God only, 
but not of love to the brethren ; but Christian brotherly love is, according to 
John, certainly identical with love to God, for the Christian loves his brother as 
one who is born of God. 

* Braune would have the idea of purpose retained ; but in his interpretation : 
‘*it is not merely the substance of a commandment that is treated of, but a 
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section treating of the love of Christians towards one 
another; it is self-evident that the Christian has to fulfil the 

general commandment of love even to those who are not 
Christians. Yet John does not here enter on that, as it would 

be inappropriate, for he has here to do with the ethical anti- 
thesis between Christians as children of God and those who 
are opposed to them as children of the devil; it is only on 
the ground of this antithesis that it can be said: pu) ayardare 
TOV KOopor, ii. 15. 

Ver. 12. The converse of Christian brotherly love is the 
hatred of the world, which has its example in Cain. — od 
xaQas Kaiv «.t.X.| Contrary to the opinion of Grotius, with 
which Liicke agrees, that before xa@és we must supply “ ov« 
@pmev €X TOV Tovnpod” dependent on tva, de Wette has shown 
the clumsiness of speech that would result with this construc- 
tion ; it is unjustifiable, however, on the side of the thought 
also, for it is impossible that John would say that to Chris- 
tians the commandment has been given from the beginning, 
not to be €« tov wovnpot. Most commentators supply after 
ov the thought “ we should be disposed,” and after Kaiv the 
relative és. Thus there certainly results a good sense; but 
if the apostle had thought thus, he would also have expressed 
himself thus ; at least he would not have left out the és. De 

Wette rightly finds here “an inexact comparison of contrast, 
as John vi. 58, only still more difficult to supply, and just on 
that account not to be supplied,” zc. by a definitely formulated 
sentence (so also Braune). Christians are (and therefore 
should also show themselves as) the opposite of Cain; they 
are €x Tov Oecod, Cain was é€x tov Tovnpod; tod Tovnpov is 
not neuter, but masculine; 6 rovnpds = 6 diaBoros ; comp. 
especially Matt. xiii. 38.1 — nal éogakev tov ddeddov avtoc] 

commandment which is contained as a task in the gift of the message,” he quite 
overlooks the fact that if ve = in order that (and only thus is the original idea 
of purpose retained), it cannot refer to avrn, 

1 The strange Rabbinical view of the devilish nature of Cain in Zohar on Gen. 
iv. 1: Rabbi Eleazar dixit : Cum projecisset serpens ille immunditiem suam in 
Evam eaque illam suscepisset, remque cum Adam habuisset, peperit duos filios, 
unum ex lJatere ilo immundo et unum ex latere Adami; fuitque Cain similis 
imagine superiorum h. e. Angelorum et Abel imagine inferiorum h. e. hominum, 
ac propterea diverse fuerunt viae istius ab illius viis. Equidem Cain fuit filius 
spiritus immundi, qui est serpens malus ; Abel vero fuit filius Adami ; et prop- 
terea quod Cain venit de parte Angeli mortis, ideo interfecit fratrem suum. 
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This murder of his brother is the evidence that Cain was é« 
tov movnpov. The verb ofafew (besides here, only in the 
Apocalypse), strictly used of slaughter, indicates the violence 
of the action; the diabolical character of it is brought out by 
the following: kal ydpw tivos x«.7.r.; the form of the sen- 
tence in question and answer serves to bring out emphatically 
the thought contained in it, that the hatred of Cain towards 
his brother was founded in his hatred towards the good, ie. 
that which is of God, for it is just in this that the hatred of 
the world towards believing Christians is also founded.” The 
correspondence between é€« tod movnpod and ta épya avtod 
movnpa, Which J. Lange and Diisterdieck have already noticed, 
is to be observed. 

Ver. 13. If Cain is the type of the world, it is not to be 
wondered at that the children of God are hated by it; 
accordingly the apostle says: pm Oavyafere x.7.X.; comp. 

ver. 1; not exactly to comfort his readers about it, but rather 
to bring out the antithesis clearly; Neander: “it must not 
surprise Christians if they are hated by the world; this is to 
them the stamp of the divine life, in the possession of which 
they form the contrast to the world.”-—The particle e 
expresses here neither a doubt nor even merely possibility ; 
for that the world hates the children of God is not merely 
possible, but in the nature of the case necessary; it is only 
the form of the sentence, and not the thought of it, that is 
hypothetical ;* comp. John xy. 18, also Mark xv. 44. 

1 From the fact that c9zZs is used in the Revelation of ‘slaying in a holy 
service, as the martyrs are slain, even though by the godless” (which is never 
quite appropriate, comp. Rey. vi. 4), it cannot be concluded that John here used 
the expresssion in order ‘‘ to mark the death of Abel as a martyrdom by the 
hand of a godless man, or as a sacrifice which Cain offered to his god, the devil.” 

2 That Cain slew his brother because his own works were evil and his brother’s 
righteous, does not seem to correspond to the Mosaic narrative, for rz tpya are 

not the offering, but the works in general (Spener: ‘“‘the whole manner of 
life’’) ; but there is no real contradiction, for the narrative in Genesis does not 

exclude the idea that the piety of Abel had already excited in Cain hatred 
towards his brother, and that, when God despised his offering, but had respect 
unto his brother’s, this hatred went so far that he became guilty of murder. 
Cain with this hatred, and Abel in his suffering on account of his d:xasoedvn, serve 
the apostle as prototypes of the world and of the children of God. On the 

similar view in Philo and in the Clementine Homilies, see Liicke on this 
passage. 

* Ebrard explains «i incorrectly : ‘‘ whenever the case occurs,” for the hatred 

MEYER.—1 Jonn. 2C 
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Ver. 14. The contrast of love and hatred is at the same 
time one of life and death. — pets oidapev] jets forms the 
antithesis of o xoopos. Though the world hate us and 
persecute us to death, as Cain killed his brother, we know, 

etc. — 67u petaBeBynxapev éx Tov Oavartov eis THY Conv] comp. 
Gospel of John v. 24; the perfect shows that the subject is a 
present and not merely a future state; moreover, the apostle 
does not say that the Christian has received the title to 
eternal life (Grotius: juri ad rem saepe datur nomen rei 
ipsius), but that the believer has already passed from death 
into life, and therefore no longer is in a state of death, but in 
life. By fw is to be understood not merely the knowledge 

of God (Weiss), but holy life in truth and righteousness; by 
Oavaros, not merely the want of the knowledge of God (Weiss), 
but unholy life in lying and sin. The natural man is fallen 
in lies and unrighteousness, and hence wretched év @avato: 
by the salvation of Christ he enters from this state into the 
other, the essence of which is happiness in truth and righteous- 
ness. That the Christian, as such, is in a state of fw, he 
knows from the fact that he loves the brethren; brotherly 
love is the sign of the €w1; therefore the apostle continues: 

OTL ayaT@puev Tovs aderpovs. — O67 refers, as most com- 
mentators rightly interpret, to o/dauev and not to peta- 
BeBnxayev (Baumgarten-Crusius, Koéstlin); the relation 
between fw and ayd7n is, namely, not this, that the latter 

is the originating cause of the former (Lyra: opera ex caritate 
facta sunt meritoria), but both are one in their cause, and 
are only distinguished in this way, that {#7 is the state, 
aydrn the action of the believer: out of the happy life, love 
grows, and love again produces happiness; therefore John 
says: 0 fy ayaTav (sc. Tov adeddov, see the critical notes) 
péver €v T® Oavdtw, by which the identity of not loving and 
of abiding in death is directly brought out.*—It is not 

which is here spoken of is not a frequently oceurring case, but a necessary 
relationship. Braune unintelligibly says: ‘‘ by <i John signifies that his readers 
as a whole or as individuals have after all at present no hatred to endure.” 

1 By this expression : weraBeBixauev x.7.A., the apostle describes Christians 

as having been, previously to their believing, iv ra éavéew, hence also not yet 
réxva tov @cod; contrary to the assertion of Hilgenfeld, that the author of the 
Epistle shared the Gnostic view of the original metaphysical difference in men. 

? Besser: ‘‘ Where hatred is, there is death ; where love is, there is life ; nay, 
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without a purpose that the apostle contents himself here, 
where he has only to do with the simple antithesis to the 
preceding, with the negative idea: m2) ayamdav, with which 
the év Td Oavdt@ péver also corresponds; it is only in the 
following verse that the’ negation reaches the form of a 
positive antithesis. — yéver expresses here also the firm, sure 

being (so also Myrberg); it is therefore used neither merely 
in reference to the past, nor merely in reference to the 
future. 

Ver. 15. was o yuody] instead of the preceding: ju) 
ayarov ; not loving and hating are one and the same thing :' 
for pure indifference is not possible to the diving human soul. 
— avOpwroxtovos éoti] This word (except only in John 
vill. 44, used of the devil) does not signify the murderer of 
the sowl, whether one’s own or one’s brother’s, but the 

murderer in the strict sense. Every one who hates his 
brother is a murderer, not merely inasmuch as hatred some- 
times leads to murder, but because by his nature he is 
inclined to the destruction of his brother, and if he does not 

attain this object is only hindered from it by other opposing 
forces. As in the moral life it is not the outward act in 
itself, but the intention, that is of consequence, every one who 

lives in hatred towards his brother must by the moral con- 
sciousness (or by God, Drusius, Hornejus) be regarded as a 
murderer; comp. Matt. v. 21 ff, 27, 28.— Hence it is 
clear that the real thought of the apostle is missed when 
pucety is here limited to the odium perfectum (Hornejus). 
Baumgarten-Crusius erroneously denies that dv@pwmoxtovos 
refers to Cain, ver. 12 ; this reference is clearly patent. — xal 
oldate| de Wette: “whence? from the Christian consciousness 
in general.” — 6te was dvOpwmoxtovos x.7..| He who takes 
his brother’s life cannot and must not retain life himself, his 

life decays in death; that is the order appointed by God; 
comp. Gen. ix. 6. Accordingly he who in his heart murders 
his brother, cannot be in possession of the life which dwells 

love itself is life.” Weiss erroneously maintains that here, ‘‘instead of the 
strict converse in the form of a progressive parallelism, just that is mentioned 
which is the result of the non-transition from death to life, namely, the abiding 
in death,” for John did not need to say actually that he who has not passed 
from death to life is in death. 

1 Wrongly Nicol. de Lyra: odisse pejus quam non diligere. 
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in the heart, ic. of “eternal life.” By €w1) aiwvios we are to 

understand the same thing as in ver. 14 was described by the 
simple word fw; and éyes is to be retained as the actual 
present; erroneously a Lapide: non habebit gloriam vitae. — 
The adjective pévovcay Liicke, with whom Sander agrees, 
appealing to the parable of the unmerciful servant, explains 
by the fact that John is speaking to Christians who already 
had some part in eternal life. But the expression w&s 0 
pucav shows that John is here speaking quite generally, and, 
indeed, in order to confirm the preceding thought: 6 
ayaTav péever ev TO Oavdtrw; it must therefore be the con- 
dition of those who form the xécpos (to whom also the mere 
nominal Christians belong), of those accordingly who have no 
part in the fw) alos, that is stated. By pévovoay is 
therefore not suggested the Joss of a previously possessed 
good ; just as little as in the corresponding passage, Gospel of 
John v. 38: Tov Adyov adtod ovK Exete ev tpiv pévovta, 
where also the meaning is not that those addressed have 
previously had the word of God, for this is distinctly denied 
in ver. 37. The pévovoay is rather explained by the fact 
that he alone really has the fw7 ai#vios in whom it abides 
(comp. chap. ii. 19); méveey expresses here also, according to 
John’s wsus loquendi, the idea of being in a strengthened 
degree, and may accordingly be used quite apart from any 
reference to the previous state; évovcay is to be connected 
with év av’7ré; he has not the life abiding, ae. surely and 
firmly existing, in him." 

Vy. 16-18. Description of true love. 

1]t is incorrect to say, with Braune: ‘‘ by yévevcey the existence of eternal 
life from baptism, etc., is indicated,” since in the context there is no reference 

whatever to baptism, instruction, etc., and the advantage resulting therefrom. 
Weiss artificially explains: ‘‘ John supposes the case of a person having eternal 
life, and now goes so far as to say that even such an one may not have it 
permanently at least, but may be in the condition of losing it if by hating his 
brother he becomes a murderer ;” such a case John would not and could not 

at all assume. Very strange is Ebrard’s interpretation: ‘‘ supposing that the 
murderer had at the time the Zw% aidyes in him (which, however, according to 

ver. 9, is not possible in the full (!) sense), yet this would not remain in him, 

he would again fall away from the f## (which just for this reason could not be 
genuine),” as well as his assertion that fw» ais» is here used without the 

article, because John could not ascribe to him who is not a true child of God 

“the eternal life,” but ‘eternal life,” i.e. powers of the future world. Comp. 

against this, v. 13. 
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Ver. 16. Whilst he who belongs to the world hates his 
brother and is therefore an avOpw7roKrovos, Christians, on the 

contrary, are by the example of Christ to lay down their life 
for their brethren. — év tovT» refers to the following 674. — 
éyvoKkapev tHv ayarny] “we have known the love, i.e. the 
character or the nature of the love” (Bengel, de Wette, Baum- 
garten-Crusius, Liicke, Sander); some commentators (Carpzov, 
Paulus, etc.) erroneously supply with tv a@yarnv as a more 
particular definition: tod Xpictod; others (Grotius, Spener, 
etc.): tod Oeov. In Christ’s self-devotion to death, love itself 
became concrete. Without adequate reason Ebrard supplies 
with év rovT» an odcay, so that év tov’tw@ forms the predicate 
of tv aydmnv; thus: “we have known love as consisting in 

this ;” and éyvwoxapev is only used as an accessory. — O7¢ 
exelvos] zc. Christ; comp. ver. 7, chap. ii. 6. “He, says the 
apostle, without mentioning him by name, for He is to every 
believer the well-known,” Ricklii—The phrase: tv Wuyi 

TvOévat, besides here and frequently in the Gospel of John, 
never appears elsewhere either in the N. T. or in the classics. 
Meyer on John x. 11 explains it by the “representation of 
the sacrificial death as a ransom paid: to lay down, to pay ; 
according to the classical usage of ti@évas, according to which 
it is used of payment ;” Hengstenberg (on the same passage) 
explains it by Isa. lili. 10; but it is unsuitable to supply 
the idea “ransom” or “an offering for sin,” for the trAévac 
THY Wuxi is not merely ascribed to Christ, but is also made 
the duty of Christians; besides, in that case tmép could not 
be wanting, as is the case in the Gospel of John x. 17, 18. 
The Geyauen of it from the Hebrew 422 53 O°Y (Ebrard) is 
equally unsuitable, because “ here the 422 is essential ” (Meyer). 
According to John xiii. 4, r/@nue may in this phrase also be 
interpreted = deponere (so most commentators), which is so 
much the more appropriate as in John x. Wa rddw AaBo © 
avtny is conjoined with ti@nus thy wuynv pov, just as in 
chap. xiii. 12 it runs: cal éXaBev ta iwatia adtod; “ comp. 
animam ponere in Propert. II. 10, 43, and animam deponere 
in Corn. Nep. vita Hannib. I. 3” (Briickner). Perhaps t/@npc 
might also be taken in the meaning of “to give up” (JJ. 
xxiii. 704: Oeivar eis weooov, TiOévar eis TO Kowvov, in Pape 
see TIOnut).— bTéep judy is: “for our good,” ic. to save us 
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from destruction; for the idea, comp. chap. ii. 2.— Kat 
mets «.7.X.] comp. chap. ii. 6. By this the climax is stated 
(John xv. 13); but even every self-denying sacrifice for our 
brethren belongs to the tiWévae tiv wWuynv, to which we are 
bound by the example of Christ by virtue of our fellowship 
with Him. — The reading @etvar is just as conformable to the 
N. T. wsus loquendi as the Rec. riWévar, for ddecrAewy is some- 
times connected with the pres. inf, and sometimes with the 
aor. inf. For the idea, comp. Rom. xvi. 4.7 

Ver. 17. As the apostle wants to bring out that love must 
show itself by action, he turns his attention to the most direct 

evidence of it, namely, compassion towards the needy brother. 
“ By the adversative connection (dé) with ver. 16, John marks 
the progress from the greater, which is justly demanded, to 
the less, the non-performance of which seems, therefore, a 

grosser transgression of the rule just stated” (Diisterdieck). 
According to Ebrard, the 6é is meant to express the opposition 
to the delusion “that love can only show itself in great actions 
and sacrifices ;” but there is no suggestion in the context of 
anything like this. — tov Biov Tod xocpov: “the life of the 
world,” z.c. that which serves to support the earthly, worldly 
life ; comp. Luke viii. 43, xv. 12, xxi. 4.2. The expression forms 
here a significant contrast to fw) aimvios (ver. 15). — Oewpety, 
stronger than opay, strictly “to be a spectator,’ hence = ¢o look 
at; “it expresses the active beholding” (Ebrard, similarly 
Myrberg: oculis immotis). — With ypetay éyew, comp. Mark 
ii, 25; Eph. iv. 28. — The expression: «Aelew Ta ordayyva, 
is only found here; ta omAdyyva as a translation of DY) 

1 The thought of this verse is, according to Ebrard, the surest proof that 
John in this section is not treating of the ‘‘ general and vague (!) idea of 
brotherly love,” but of “‘ the relation of the rixv« @z0d to those who are not réxva 
@200,” because the apostle cannot possibly “limit the duty of loving sacrifice of 

- life to the relationship of the regenerate to one another.” But (1) the idea of 
Christian brotherly love is very far from being a vague idea; (2) when Chris- 
tians are exhorted so to love one another as to lay down their lives for one 
another, that is not a limitation of the commandment of love; (3) those who 

are not réxva @eov, and are therefore rixva rod 3ieBerov, John cannot possibly call 
23:2.00i without any further statement ; (4) the whole section is an explication 
of dyarmpsy &rAAAAovs, Ver. 11; but by ZAavaovs cannot be understood the 
children of God and the children of the devil in their relation to one another ; 

comp. besides, iv. 2-11. 
2 Comp. the Greek proverb : Biss Biou Secuesvos obx tort Bios. 
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appears both in the LXX. as well as often in the N, T. = 
Kapdia; “to close the heart,” is as much as: “to forbid to 
compassion towards the needy brother entrance into one’s 
heart ;” the additional az’ avzod is used in pregnant sense= 
“turing away from him” (Liicke, de Wette, Diisterdieck). The 
first two clauses might have had (not, as Baumgarten-Crusius 
says, “must have had”) the form of subordinate clauses; but 
by the fact that the form of principal clauses is given to them, 
the statement gains in vividness. The conclusion, which 
according to the sense is negative, appears as a question with 

mos (comp. chap. iv. 20), whereby the negation is emphatically 
brought out. 1) aya7n Tov Oeod is love to God, not the love 
of God to us (Calov).' Here also péveww has the meaning 
noticed on ver. 15 (Myrberg); incorrectly Liicke: “as John 

is speaking of the probable absence of the previously-existing 
Christian life, it is put pévee and not éort.” The apostle does 
not want to say that the pitiless person loses again his love 
to God, but that it never is really in him at all. Pitilessness 
cannot be combined with love to God; the reason of this 

John states in chap. iv. 20. 
Ver. 18. True love proves itself by deed. The exhortation 

contained in this verse is, on the one hand, a deduction from 

the foregoing (especially from vv. 16 and 17); but, on the 
other hand, it forms the basis of the further development. — 
texvia| Impressive address before the exhortation. — pi 
ayaTapev oy nde TH yYAwOooy] 2c. “let us not so love that 
the proof of our love is the outward word or the tongue ;” wde 

T™ yAeoon is epexegetically added, in order to mark the 
externality of the love indicated by Aoyw ayamav, inasmuch 

as it points out that by Aoyos here only the outward word is 
meant; it is erroneous to regard yAwooa as a climax in so 
far as “one may love with words (without deeds), but in such 
a way that the words are nevertheless really and sincerely 
meant” (Ebrard), for John would not in the very least con- 
sider as truly and sincerely meant words of love which remain 
without corresponding deed. The article serves “to vivify the 
expression ” (Liicke): the tongue as the particular member for 
expression of the word. It is unnecessary, nay, “ contrary to 

1 Ebrard explains 4 éyéarn +. @:00: ‘‘ the love which in its essential being took 
substantial form after Christ and in Christ’s loving deed” (!). 
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the text” (Diisterdieck), with Beza, Lange, Sander, etc., to 
“ / ” . > ra > lol / 

supply “povov” with ayarapev x.7.r.; for ayardv Noyw K.T.D. 
in itself expresses the mere apparent love. — adn’ év Epyw Kat 
adnOeia| Instead of the Rec. eyo, we must read év Epy@; 
according to de Wette, the two readings are synonymous ; 
according to Liicke, év épyw x. ad. has more of “adverbial 
nature” than épyw cal ddnOeta; “in TO Novo the apostle is 
considering more the way in which love expresses itself, in 
év €py «x. ad. he is considering more the form and fashion of 
it;” the preposition suggested itself to the apostle because 
the work, as being the realization of love, stands in an inner 

relationship to it, “is the element in which love moves” 
(Diisterdieck).' Aoyos and épyov are frequently in the N. T. 
connected with one another, so Luke xxiv. 19; Acts vii. 22, 
and many other passages ; in order to bring out the insuf- 
ficiency of Adyos in 1 Cor. iv. 19, 20, 1 Thess. i. 5, ddvapis 
is contrasted with it. By xat adn@ela the apostle does 
not mean to add a second element of love, but to characterize 

the ayamav év épyo as the true love (so also Myrberg) ; a love 
which does not show itself év épym is only an apparent love. 

~\ _ ud b] > / > ” = - 

The relationship of (ev) ahndeig to €v Epy@ is just the same 

as that of 77 yAwoon to Aeyw. The two words of each clause 

express together one idea, and these two ideas are contrasted 
with one another, so that it is not to be asked whether Aoye 
corresponds with épy@, and yAwoon with adrnOela, or yAwoon 
with épye, and Ney with ddAnOeta (against Diisterdieck and 
Braune). With the thought of this verse compare especially 
Jas. ii. 15, 16; only here the thought is more comprehen- 
sive than there.’ 

Vv. 19, 20. Blessed result of true love. — kai &v TovT@] 
kai: simple copula. — év tovtw does not refer here, as in 

1 Braune: ‘‘It is to be observed that the first pair in the dative only states 
the means by which love operates ; the preposition év states the element in 
which it moves.” 

* Comp. John iv. 24, where also ‘‘xai aanésia” is added to iv rvevuars, not to 

bring out a second element of true worship (contrary to Meyer on this passage), 
but to describe the xpocxuvsiv ty avsduars as true worship in contrast to every 

apparent worship. 
3 Wolf quotes the corresponding statement of Picke, Avoth, chap. v. : omnis 

dilectio, quae dependet a verbo, verbo cessante, ipsa quoque cessat: at quae non 
dependet a verbo, nunquam cessat. —In Theognis 979 it is put thus: wi wa 
kinp tin yAwoon Pires, craw xal tpyw, 
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chap. ii. 3, ii, 16, 24, iv. 2, to the following thought, but to 

the foregoing ayarav év épyw x. ad. The future yvwooueda, 
which, according to the authorities, is to be read instead of 

yltv@aKopev (see the critical notes), “is used as in John vii. 17, 
vill. 31, 32, xiii, 35, where the subject is the possibility of an 
event which may with justice be expected” (Braune): it is 
the more natural here, as the form of thought is the cohorta- 
tive ; the sense is: If we love ev &pyw xal ddnOeia, we shall 
thereby know that, etc. — Orv é« Tis adnOelas éoper] 
weakening and partly erroneous explanations of the phrase: 
€k THS aX, eivat, are those of Socinus: vere talem esse ut quis 
se esse profitetur ; of Grotius : congruere evangelio ; of Semler: 
adnOevew év ayarn; of Baumgarten-Crusius: “to be as we 
ought to be;” of de Wette: “to belong to the truth; to live 
in it.” Bengel, on the other hand, rightly interprets the pre- 
position é« of the principium or ortus; so also Liicke, Diister- 
dieck, Braune, etc.; comp. John xviii. 37, and Meyer on this 
passage. The truth is the source of life in love. It is indeed 
in its deepest nature God Himself; but é« tod Oeod must not 
be put instead of é« THs adnOelas, for the apostle here, with 

reference to the preceding adneia, arrives at the idea of truth. 
Love év adAneia is the evidence of being born é« Tis dAnOetas. 
— Kai éumpocberv adbtod Teltcopev Tas Kapdias Hud] 
This sentence is not governed by 67s, but it is independently 
connected with the preceding, either depending or not depend- 
ing on ev TovTw; if the former is the case, “we must take év 
TovT combined with we/cowev somewhat differently than when 
connected with ywooKxopev (yrwooucba) ; with the latter it 
would be more therein, with the former more thereby” (Liicke ; 
so also Braune); if the latter be the case, the thought : év tour 
yvocopueba OTe K.T.r., serves as the presupposition of the follow- 
ing €umpooGev avtod x.7.d. in this sense: if we truly love our 
brethren, we shall therein know, etc., and thus (in this conscious- 

ness of being of the truth) we shall assure our hearts, etc.’ The 

1 LLiicke : ‘‘Even if it be unadvisable to connect xal turportey aired x.7.A. 
directly with tv rodrw, so that it appears better, with Lachmann and the old com- 
mentators, to put a comma after icuév, every one must at least admit the connec- 
tion in the direct succession of the sentences. But then it must also be per- 
mitted to take the logical connection thus: In this (vv. 16-18) do we know that 

we are of the truth. And thus (if we m living love have the assurance that 
we are of the truth) we shall, etc.” 
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idea that with cal éumpoobev an entirely new thought appears, 
which stands in no intimate connection with the preceding 
(Ebrard), is contradicted by the «at, which closely connects 
the two thoughts with one another. What, then, is the 
meaning of teicowev Tas Kapdias juov? Plainly wetcopev 
expresses a truth which we (the subject contained in weicopev) 
impress upon our hearts, so that they are thereby determined 
to something, which presupposes at least a relative contrast 
between ws and our hearts. The verb we(@ew means either to 
persuade a person to something, so that he thinks or acts as 
we wish, or to convince him of something so that he agrees 
with our opinion. Some ancient commentators have interpreted 
in accordance with the first signification: suadebimus corda 
nostra, ut studeant proficere in melius; the more particular 
definition which is added is here clearly quite arbitrary ; it is 
not much better with the explanation of Fritzsche (Comment. 
ITT. de nonnullis Pauli ad Gal. ep. locis): animos nostros 
flectemus, nempe ad amorem vita factisque ostendendum, 

or even with the more recent one: anim. n. flectemus sc. ut 
veram Christi doctrinam tueamur (see Erdmann, p. 129 ff’). 
It is very common to explain wed@ew here by placare, to 
calm, to compose; this, it is true, is in so far inaccurate as 

meiOew has not this meaning in itself, but certainly the verb 
is sometimes used in such a connection that the purpose of 
the persuasion is the calming of anger or of a similar passion ;” 
hence the original meaning of the word passes into the above. 
This may be the case here also, for the following cataywwooKyn 
shows that the apostle regards our heart as affected with a 
passion directed against us; then the following 67s, ver. 20 
(at least the second, for the first may also be the pronoun 
6 ve), is the causal particle =“ because, since.” Taking this 
view, the sense is: Jn the consciousness that we are of the 

1 This interpretation is based on the erroneous view that sivas ix ris &dnbsias 
is = veram doctrinam tenere ; the former interpretation is contradicted by the 
fact that if we already know from our love to the brethren that we are of the 
truth, we do not need for the first time to move our hearts to love. 

2 In favour of this we may appeal to the passages cited by Liicke, Matt. 
xxviii. 14; Joseph. Arch. vi. 5, 6 (Samuel), Iaayveiras xai Tupuxaricsy roy Osav 

cuyyvavas 2p roUrwv avrois, xa) wsiosiv, and the passage in Plutarch, where to 

dxoroiuny, ei wh os riyewpnoraiuny the reply runs: dwroroieny, ti wi os wreicasees, 

although +¢/4sy has not in them exactly the meaning of ‘‘ to calm.” 
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truth, we shall silence the accusation which our heart makes 

against us, because God is greater than our heart. — If, on the 
other hand, we take we/@evw in the meaning of to convince, 6s 
(at least the second) is=“that;” and the sentence peifov 
éotly 6 Oecos THs Kapdias jnudv is the object belonging to 
tTeicouev ; so that the sense is: If our heart accuses us, we 
shall bring it to the conviction that God is greater than it. — 
The words €umpoobev avtod, ic. trod Oeod, do not point to the 
“future judgment” (Liicke, de Wette), but to the representa- 
tion of God in the devotion of the soul, which is peculiar to 

the Christian. By putting them first, it is brought out that 
the metcopev only occurs in this representation of God (Diister- 
dieck, Ewald, Briickner, Braune). — Ver. 20. By far the most 

of the commentators take the 67: with which this verse begins 
as the particle, either =“ because” or “ that,’ and explain 
the second 67s as epanalepsis of the first. The supposition 
of the epanalepsis of a particle has, considered in itself, 
nothing against it, although it very seldom appears in the 
N. T., but it is only suitable if 67c is the objective particle 
(comp. Eph. ii. 11, 12);* from this it follows that if we/@owev 
has the meaning “ to calm,” the first 7c is not to be regarded 
as the particle. Sander, it is true, translates: “ we can calm 
our heart, that—God is greater,” etc., but this has only sense 

if before “that” is supplied “ with this,” or “ inasmuch as we 
reflect ;” such a supplement, however, is arbitrary. Several 
commentators (Hoogewen, Bengel, Morus, Baumgarten-Crusius, 
Ewald) regard the first 67 as the pronoun, as also Lachmann 
(in his large ed.) reads 6 7s édv. JDiisterdieck erroneously 
asserts (as even Bertheau in the 3d ed. of Liicke’s Comm. 
p. 339, Ebrard, and now even Briickner and Braune, have 

acknowledged) that this form is never found in the N. T.; 

1 Liicke himself admits that the passages adduced by him in favour of the 
epanalepsis ‘‘ have only value for those who take ¢+: both times not as causal 
particle, but as conjunction, belonging to reieouev ;” but thinks that the context 
makes it necessary to assume the epanalepsis here even for the causal particle ; 
similarly Braune, although without even showing the grammatical justification 
in any way. Besides, in this construction it is quite overlooked that if the 
intermediate clause tay zaraywaiexn x.¢.2. is connected with the preceding, the 
first és: comes in disturbingly ; and if it is connected with the following, the 
second éz does so. As in accordance with the thought only the former connec- 
tion can be the correct one, it is incomprehensible how John should have here 
interrupted it by ov. 
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it is true that in Col. iii. 23 it is probably not 6, Te éav, but 6 
éav that is to be read, although D*** EJ K have the former, 
but in Acts iii. 23 Tisch. reads rus éav (so also 8), and in 
Col. iii. 17, according to the overwhelming authorities, it is 
not 6 Te dv, but 6 Te éav, that must be read (which is admitted 
by Lachm. Tisch. and Buttm.), and similarly in Gal. v. 10, not 
dots av, but batis édv (also accepted by Lachm. Tisch. 7, 

and Buttm.); moreover, there is nothing syntactically against 
reading here 6, ts éav, for xataywwoxew is frequently con- 
strued with the accusative of the thing. Ebrard, however, 

thinks that this view is “ improbable,’ nay, “ absolutely im- 
possible ;” “ improbable,” because in ver. 22 6 éay is used, 

but in the Ist ed. of this comm. it was shown that 6 éay is 
by no means the constant form with John, but that in the 
Gospel, ii. 5, xiv. 13, xv. 16, 6, te av also appears,’ and that 
the sudden change of forms is found elsewhere also in the 
N. T., as in Matt. v. 19, first ds éav, and afterwards ¢s av 
is used, and in Matt. xvi. 19, in some codd. (Lachm.), first 

0 av, and then 6 éay is read; “absolutely impossible,” “on 

account of the mutual relationship of the two conditional 
clauses, ver. 20 and ver. 21;” certainly the édy in ver. 21 
seems to form a sharp antithesis to the éday in ver. 20, but it 
must not be unnoticed that, similar though the two clauses 
are to one another, they nevertheless have not the pure form 
of antithesis, inasmuch as in ver. 21 there is no antithetical 

patticle, in the clauses the succession of the particular words 
is different, and the first conditional clause only forms an 
inserted intermediate clause.” In favour of the explanation: 
“ before Him shall we calm our heart, whatever it may accuse us 
of, because,” etc. (or convince .. . that, etc.), is the fact that not 
only is the idea xataywwoxn thereby more closely connected 
with edcouev, but also the certainly strange epanalepsis of 
the Gru is avoided.® — The verb xataywooxew, according to 

7 has in chap. ii. 5: 3 @v; xiv. 13: do av; xv. 16: ¢ 7 td, 
“If it was the apostle’s intention to contrast sharply two different cases, he 

could do this more definitely if he constructed the first period thus: tay zaray, 
nay A xapdic, tumpocbey airov wtivousy 7. x., OF wtiCwy x.7.A., and the second : 
tay 0 un xaray. nuavn xapdia, From the fact that he did not do so, it may be 

concluded that such a sharp contrast was not in his purpose. 
3 That the supposition of an epanalepsis for the causal particle is improper, 

has been already noticed above ; and for the passage before us it is further clear 
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Liicke, does not signify condemnation, but only accusation ; 
in the inner life of the heart, however, the two are not dis- 

tinctly separated from one another, but the accusation of 
conscience rather includes the condemnation; the special 
xataxpiows is certainly the work of God.’ The object of the 
kataywwoxev of the heart is variously defined by the com- 
mentators, some understanding by it, with reference to the 

preceding thought, the “ want of love,’ others more generally 
the sinfulness which still adheres to believers even with all 
the consciousness of loving the brethren (chap. i. 8). The 
decision as to which is the correct interpretation depends on 
the explanation of the following sentence: 07+ pelfwv éotiv 
0 Ocos THs Kapdlas Huav Kal yLvMoKer TavTa. — The old 
controversy is, whether God is called greater than our heart 
as forgiving or as judging ; the former is the view of Thomas 
Angl., Luther, Bengel, Morus, Russmeyer, Spener, Noesselt, 

Steinhofer, Ricki, Baumgarten-Crusius, Sander, Besser, Diister- 

dieck, Erdmann, Myrberg, Ewald, Briickner, Braune, etc. ; the 

latter is the view of Calvin, Beza, Socinus, Grotius, a Lapide, 

Castalio, Hornejus, Estius, Calovius, Semler, Liicke, Neander, 

Gerlach, de Wette, Ebrard, etc. —If mei@ewv is =“ to calm,” 

then weiGov must refer to the forgiving love of God; Liicke, 
indeed, gives the following explanation: “after John has said 
that only if we are, in active brotherly love, conscious that we 

are of the truth, shall we calm our hearts in the judgment he 
adds: for if the contrary is the case, if our conscience accuses 
us of the want of genuine love, then God is greater than our 

from the fact that if ¢z: is the causal particle, the clause wea» tcriv x.7.2. forms, 
according to the thought, the conclusion of tay zeraywaexn, as plainly appears 
in Liicke when he explains: ‘‘ Then, if. .. our conscience accuses us, God is 

greater than our heart,” etc.—But even the epanalepsis of #7: as objective par- 
ticle may be doubted ; for as the thought tay zerayiweexm does not form the 
presupposition for wsiGwy toriy x.7.2., but for wreicouey, it is unsuitable to place it 
in the objective clause dependent on z:icouev, instead of connecting it with 
wsicousy. 

1 Diisterdieck, with whom also Braune agrees, appropriately remarks that 
zarayiwerxey occupies a middle place between xarnyopeiv, along with which an 
aroaoyey further occurs, and xerzxpivev, which includes the judicial decree of 

punishment ; comp. Deut. xxv. 1, 2.—Diisterdieck suitably quotes on this pas- 
sage, Sir. xiv. 2, comp. xix. 5, and Test. Gad. 5; J. A. Fabricius, Cod. pseudep. 

V. T. p. 681.—zearayiweexsy Means: to pronounce against a person that he is 
guilty; xaraxpiveiv, on the other hand : to pronounce the merited punishment on 
a person. 
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heart, and before His holiness and omniscience there is no 

calm for the accusing conscience.” But the assumption of 
such a declaratio e contrario, which is in no way hinted at, is 

only an artificial expedient for reconciling contraries. pelGwv 
can only be referred to God as judging, if we(Oew has the 
meaning “to persuade.’ As Ebrard regards this as the right 
view, and would begin “a perfectly independent new sentence” 
with Kat éumpooGev adtov, he states the meaning as follows: 
“In the sight of God we shall convince our hearts of this, 
that if (even) our heart (so prone to self-deception and self- 
excuse, and therefore small) accuses us (namely, of not 
practising love), God, the all-knowing, is greater than our 
heart, and we shall therefore so much the less be able to stand 

before Him.” This interpretation is contradicted, in the first 
place, by the fact that it separates the second part of the 19th 
verse from the first, nay, even places it in antithesis to it,’ 
whereas such an independence is not only not suggested as 
belonging to it, but is refuted by the connecting xa/, and in 
the second place, by the fact that the thought is in itself 
inadmissible. According to the representation of the apostle, 
we and our heart are regarded as contrasted with one another, 

inasmuch as our heart brings a condemning accusation agaist 
us, Which plainly refers to the fact that we by our sins have 
made ourselves liable to the judgment of God; it is not we 
therefore that hold out to our heart, but our heart that holds 

out to us, the judgment of God; how, then, shall we after this 

bring owr heart to the conviction that God will condemn us, 
nay, will condemn us even more than our heart does already ? 
From this it follows that—whatever be the meaning of me(@ew 
—welfov cannot refer to the judicial activity of God. As- 
God is called wetSwv in comparison with our heart that con- 

demns us, the comparison expresses an opposition; Erdmann: 
Notioni cordis condemnantis magnitudo Dei comparatur et 
opponitur ; the heart, inasmuch as it condemns us, is like the 
“ hostis, qui nos aggreditur, sed Deus peifwv h. e. fortior est, 
ut hostem illum devincere possit” (comp. iv. 4). As this 
ereatness of God, which surpasses the heart, proves itself in 
this, that in those who are é« Tis aAnOelas it overcomes the 

1 The conviction, namely, that we cannot stand before God, ——. forms an 

antithesis to the conviction that we are of the truth. 
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accusations of the heart, those commentators are right who 
assign to this verse a comforting tendency, and therefore refer 
peifov to the forgiving love; no doubt, it is objected that the 
thought of God’s omniscience (yweoKxe: mavta') is not able 
to comfort the man whom conscience accuses, but this can 

only hold good in reference to those who are not yet é« Tijs 
andnGeias, and not in reference to those of whom John is here 
speaking, namely, those who in their sincere love to the 
brethren have the evidence that they are é« THs adnéelas.” 
If this is the right interpretation, then it is clear that xata- 
ywooKkew does not refer to the want of love, but to sin in 

general, from which even the téxvov tod Oeod is not yet free 
(i. 8 ff.) ; and thisis also indicated by the apostle’s very form of 
expression, if wretcowev is directly connected with cataywacker, 
and if, accordingly, 6, te édv is to be read (see above), in which 

case 67s peiSwyv éote x.7.r. states the objective ground of the 
melOev: “ because God is greater than our heart, we therefore 
(in the consciousness that we are of the truth) shall calm our 
hearts before God, however much our heart may accuse us.” 
This interpretation deserves the preference before that, accord- 
ing to which tetcopev is =“ to convince,’ and OTe pelov K.T.r. 
the object governed by it, because not only does the purpose 
of the verse thereby appear more clearly, but it is not easy 
to perceive how the conviction of the greatness of God which 
overcomes the heart should result from the consciousness 672 
éx THs adnOeias éopév.2 —It is further to be observed that 

1 Several commentators find in the words xa} ywaexes révra the explanation 
of the idea “iw, so Oecumenius, Augustine, Bede, Socinus, a Lapide, Lorinus, 

Hornejus, Paulus, de Wette, etc. ; even Ebrard says that God is called wsiZwy, 

‘because He cannot be deceived,” but its position gives no justification for 
that ; we can at the most say that the apostle by those words brings specially 
out one element which is included in pziGay. 

* Luther rightly says: ‘‘Though our conscience makes us despondent, and 
represents God to us as angry, yet God is greater than our heart. Conscience is 
a single drop, but the reconciled God is a sea full of comfort. . . . When con- 
science punishes and condemns a man, he becomes alarmed ; but against this 

darkness of the heart it is said: God knows all things. Conscience is always in 
fear and closes its eyes ; but God is deeper and higher than thy heart, and more 
exactly searches the innermost parts of it.”—Besser: ‘‘ Our heart knows some 
things, and decides against us; God knows all things, and does not decide 
against us, but for us, because before His eyes the seed of truth, of which we 

have been born, is not concealed.” 
3 Ewald construes correctly, but in his explanation; ‘‘ If we earnestly seek in 
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de Wette makes the first Cre as causal particle dependent on 
metoouev (=to calm), the second, on the other hand, on 

Kkataywookn: “for, if our heart accuses us because God is 
greater than our heart, He also knows all things;” but this 
construction is opposed not only by the fact that the «ad is 
more naturally taken as copula (Baumgarten-Crusius), but also 
by the fact that the thought, that our heart condemns us 
because God is greater than our heart, is incorrect. — Without 
adequate ground, Erdmann thinks that «apdia in ver. 19 is 
used in a wider sense than in ver. 20 (“vertimus 7re/copev 
Tas Kapdias: nobis ipsis persuadebimus”), because there the 
plural, and here the singular, is used; this change of the 
number has no influence on the meaning of the word, but the 
apostle speaks of the «xapd/a as the object of edOew, and as 
the subject of cataywoocxew, inasthuch as the heart is the 

seat or the union of the affections; the Greek commentators 

explain xapdia here as synonymous with ovvedyars. 
Ver. 21. In this verse the apostle states the case of our 

heart not accusing (or condemning) us. We can understand 
it thus, that what he previously observed has happened, 
namely, that in the consciousness that we are of the truth, we 
have induced our heart to refrain from its accusation against 
us. Then this thought does not stand to the preceding one 
in the relation of antithesis (as if in this verse a different 
case was contrasted with the case stated in ver. 20), but in 
that of continuation ;? but it is more correct to suppose that 
the apostle is here speaking of a relationship which is dif- 

His sight whether we really love. . . we shall be able, even if we must some- 
times accuse ourselves before God, nevertheless by the penitent (?) acknowledg- 
ment of the truth, to convince our conscience that we are men and God is God, 
that we may therefore sometimes fail and must be admonished by Him,”—he 
introduces references into the thought which are not contained in it. 

1 Briickner, it is true, defends de Wette’s interpretation, but he substantially 
perverts it ; for whilst de Wette refers the whole verse to the accusation of God 

(therein agreeing with Liicke), Briickner takes the oe ydexss révea in comfort- 
ing sense ; but it then becomes still more untenable, for it is plainly unjustifiable 

to refer the omniscience of God in the subordinate clause to condemnation (for 
both explain «Zw» by: ‘‘ looking more deeply, examining all the recesses of 

the heart”’), but in the principal clause to forgiveness. 
2 The objection of Ebrard to this interpretation, that id cannot serve the 

purpose of introducing a deduction from a premiss which is presupposed as 
already having actually occurred, is inappropriate, for izv is not in this view at 
all taken as ‘‘if, then, therefore,” but is retained in its own proper meaning. 
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ferent from that indicated in ver. 20, and that he is not 

regarding the question whether the non-condemnation has 
never taken place at all, or has been only brought about by 
persuasion. That two sentences may stand to one another in 
the relation of antithesis even without the antithetical par- 
ticle, is proved by chap. i. 8 and 9.— rappnoiav éyouev mpos 
tov @ecov] states what occurs when the case exists which is 
mentioned by éay ; it is erroneous to explain mappynolav éxo- 
bev = Trelcopev TAS Kapdias Huav; the same expression in chap. 
ii. 28 and iv. 17, and construed with zpos, chap. v. 14; the 
same construction in Rom. v. 1: edpnvny éy. mpos tov Oeor. 
As the calming of the heart, so also confidence toward God, 

which is the subject here, is based on the fact that God is 
greater than our heart, and knows all things. 

Ver. 22. By «ai the following is closely connected with 
the preceding, inasmuch as it states what further happens 
when, in consequence of non-condemnation on the part of 
the heart, the wappnoia mpos tov Oeov exists; it is not 
merely the consciousness of the hearing of our prayers, but 
it is this hearing itself.— 6 é€ay ait@pev] is to be taken 
quite generally, and must not be spoiled by arbitrary limita- 
tions; the necessary limitation lies, on the one hand, in the 

subject itself: the child of God asks for nothing which is con- 
trary to his Father’s will, comp. v. 14; and, on the other 

hand, in the wappnoia with which he prays; comp. Matt. 
xxi. 22; the contrary in Jas. i 6, 7.—XAapBdvopev am’ 
avtov| i.c. Tod Ocod. The present is not used instead of the 
future (Grotius) ; the subject is here not something future, but 
what constantly occurs in the life of believers. Augustine 
suitably says: Charitas ipsa gemit, charitas ipsa orat, contra 
hane aures claudere non novit, qui illam dedit.—-¢ru tas 
€vToAas avTov x.T.A.] 6te is connected with the immediately 
preceding AauBavoper, and states the ground of God’s mani- 
festation of love in the hearing of prayer ; this ground, which, 
however, is not to be regarded as the causa meritoria, is the 
childlike obedience of him who prays, wherein God recognises 
him as His child; the idea of obedience is expressed in two 

Contrary to Braune’s opinion, that with this interpretation not «7%, but pnxérs 
would have to be used, it is to be observed that it was not necessary to bring 
out the element which is contained in xaxéri. 

MEYER. —1 JouN, 2D 
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mutually co-ordinate sentences (similar to the Hebrew paral- 
lelism): tas évToAds avTod and Ta aperta éveTrioy avTod are 
synonymous ;' by zroveiy the obedience is specified as active ; 
the second clause indicates that it consists, not in a slavish 

subjection to the commandment, but in a childlike fulfilment 
of that which is pleasing toGod. In John viii. 29, dpeoror is 
construed with the dative; only in Acts vi. 2, xii. 3 is the 
word besides found; similar is the expression: amddexTov 
éveTtov Tov Oeod (1 Tim. v. 4). 

Ver. 23. With this verse, which—as the statement of the 

substance of God’s commandments—is most closely connected 
with the preceding, begins a new leading section, indeed the 
last in the Epistle, inasmuch as in a mictedo@pey TO dv0- 
pate K.7.r. a new element of the development of ideas appears, 
by which the sequel is not merely “prepared for” (Ebrard), 
but is dominated. — xai is not explicative, but simply copu- 
lative. — airy refers to the following wa, which here also 
does not merely state the purpose (Braune), but the substance. 
—17 évTond) avtov] The singular is used, because the mani- 
fold commandments in their inner nature form one unity: 
this is especially true of the two commandments of faith and 

love, here mentioned. From the fact that faith is described 
‘as an évToAy, it must not be inferred that it is not a work of 

God in man, but it certainly follows that neither can it be 
accomplished without the self-activity of man.— The phrase 
TicTEvely TH OvOpaTe TOD viod x.7.r. Only appears here; in 
chap. v. 13 the preposition eis is used instead of the dative; 
so also in John i. 12, ii. 28, ii, 18, etc.; by the dative the 

évoua of Christ is indicated as the object of devoted, believ- 
ing trust ;” “to believe on the name of Christ” is, however, 
identical with “to believe on Christ,’ inasmuch as in the 

7 Meyer actually thinks that by dpecré are meant the so-called consilia 
evangelica, by which ordinary Christians are not bound, but which are volun- 
tarily undertaken by Christians who are specially holy! 

2 Weiss has been at pains to show that wiersde in John does not include the 
element of trust; in this, however, he is wrong, because even where the element 
of conviction prevails in the use of the word, this must not be identified with the 
theoretical belief, which is a mere act of the understanding, but it includes as 

an essential element the immediate trust of the words or of the person to which 
the wiorsdew refers; inthe phrase: riersvesv 7H svouars I. Xp., the ethical meaning 
of the verb is so much the more to be recognised, as the denial of it necessitates 

also a weakening of the idea dvoua. 
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name the nature of Him who is spoken of is expressed ; comp. 
Meyer on John i. 12. Grotius quite erroneously: propter 

Christum sive Christo auctore Deo credere.— While faith is 
the fundamental condition of the Christian life, brotherly love 

is the active proof of the living character of the faith; the 
two things cannot be separated from one another; hence it | 
follows here: xat adyata@pev GXAnXOovs, which as the effect is 
distinguished from mectevew as the cause; cai is therefore 
copulative and not epexegetical (as Frommann thinks, p. 591). 
— The subordinate clause: xaOws toxev éevtorAny nuiv,is best 
referred to a@yama@pev addjAovs, inasmuch as it is not God 
(Estius, Bengel, Sander) but Christ that is to be regarded as 

the subject; by xa@#s (“in proportion as”) the quality of 
love is indicated: it must correspond to the-commandment of 
Christ ; Myrberg: Non modo amandum est, sed etiam vere et 
recte amandum. 

Ver. 24. After the apostle has mentioned the substance of 
the divine commandment, he describes the keeping of it as 
the condition of fellowship with God, and states the mark 
whereby the Christian knows that God is in him. — ka/ is the 
simple copula, not = itaque; Tas €vToAds avTod is a resump- 
tion of the 1 évtod avrod of ver. 23; the plural is used 
because the commandment is described as containing two 
elements ; av’tod = tod Ocov, not Xpiorod (Sander, Neander, 
Besser). — év avT® pever x.7.A.] The mention of fellowship 
with God, which consists in this, that we abide in God and 

God abides in us,” is explained by the purpose of the Epistle. 
— Kat év tovT@ yweckoper| ev TovT@ is referred by Liicke 
and Ebrard to the preceding, namely to type tas évTodds 
avtov; but thus there results a superfluous thought, for with 
the connection which according to the apostle exists between 

1 Frommann (p. 200) wrongly concludes from this passage and iv. 7, 19, in 

which the obligation to love is expressed, that being born of God is conditioned 
by love, as the free act of man, ‘‘ by which He keeps His independent personality 
and freedom towards God” (!), nay, even is produced by it (p. 205). 

2 When Weiss defines the abiding or being of God in him who keeps His com- 
mandments, in this way, that God who is known, or the knowledge of God, is 
the determining principle of his spiritual life, this seems ‘‘ to weaken the power- 
ful realism of John’s conception ;” yet Weiss guards himself against this when 
he says that he does not in any way diminish the divine causality in the act of 
regeneration, but only means thereby that God accomplishes this act by means 

of His revelation in Christ, which must be accepted into knowledge, 
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the keeping of God’s commandments and God’s abiding in us, 
and which he has expressed in the first half of the verse, it is 
plainly superfluous to say once more that we know the latter 
by the former; it is, besides, contradicted by the following ex 
Tov mvevpmatos, Which has induced Liicke to assume a combina- 

tion of two trains of thought and an ambiguity of év rovt@,' and 
Ebrard arbitrarily to supply with é« 7. rvevpatos the words “ we 
know ;” Diisterdieck, de Wette, Erdmann, Braune, etc., refer 

¢v TovT@ to €x TOV mvEevpaTos, so that according to the apostle 
it is from the zvedua which is given to us that we know that 
God is in us if we keep His commandments ; comp. iv. 12, 13, 
where the same connection of ideas occurs. The change of the 
prepositions év and é« is certainly strange, but does not render 
this interpretation “ impossible” (Ebrard) ; for, on the one hand, 
the form: “év tovtT@ yuveoKopev,’ is too familiar to the 
apostle not to have suggested itself to him here; and, on the 
other hand, by é« the wvedua is indicated as the source from 
which that yweoxev flows; besides, the construction with é« 

appears also in chap. iv. 6. — By zvedua is here to be under- 
stood, just as by yxptoua in chap. ii. 20, “ the Holy Ghost,” who 
lives and works in the believer, but not, with Socinus, the 

disposition or the love produced by Him; or, with de Wette, 
“ first of all the true knowledge and doctrine of the person of 
Jesus.” With this verse the apostle makes the transition to 
the following section, in which, with reference to the false 

teachers, the distinction is made between the wvedua Tod Ocod 

and the wvedua which is not é« Tov Oecov. 

1 The two thoughts which Liicke considers as combined here are—(1) that we 
in the keeping of God’s commandments know that we are in fellowship with 
Him, and (2) that the rag:iv ras tvroads is nothing else than the expression and 
operation of the Divine Spirit.—It is plainly quite mistaken for Paulus to regard 
ix rod rvstimaros as the subject belonging to weve, 
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era PTER: Fv, 

Ver. 2. Instead of the Rec. yiwiexere, found in K, several min. 
vss. and Fathers have yiwoxercs; INN* : yivwoxowev (N': yivoxere) ; 
the ec. is to be regarded as genuine. — The reading in B: 
eAnavdevas, instead of the Rec. 2Andruddra, is a correction. — Ver. 3. 
Instead of the Rec. Guoroye? “Inoody Xpioriv ev cupul eAnavddra 
(K, ete., and G, though with the article rév prefixed), A B, etc., 
have the simple rév ‘Ijoodv (Lachm. Tisch.). This is probably the 
original reading (Briickner), and is confirmed by the preceding 
(contrary to Reiche, etc.). NS reads: "Ijsody xdpioy ev o. érnrvdéra. 
— According to Socrates, vii. chap. 32, ¢ Aver is found in old 
manuscripts instead of 6 4% sucroye?; the same reading in Iren. 
iii. 18: quisolvit Jesum Christum; similarly the Vulg. (Lucit. : 
destruit) and in Fulg.— Tertullian also prefers this reading, 
though in connection with the common one; Adv. Marc. v. 16: 
negantes Christum in carne venisse ... hic antichristus est ; 
the same connection in Tychonius and Augustine: qui solvit 
Jesum et negat in carne venisse. Semler’s view is a strange 
one, that 6 Aver has arisen oculorum vitio ; the reading is prob- 
ably to be explained by the polemic against the Gnostics 
(Grotius, Liicke, de Wette), in favour of which is the Scholion 
in Matthaei, p. 225: spowdsvouy yap adrod (rod dvrixprorod) ai aipéceis, 
av yapuxreporiney 7d dic. pevdorpodyray nai cvevuarov Avew rév “Inoody 

vy TH lun oworoyely adrov ev oupn, eAnavdevacs, — The reading In N: 

bri (6 71) dxnxoumev, instead of 6 dxqxéarz, is singular. — Ver. 6. 
In his small edition Lachm., after A, Vulg. etc., reads é rorw 
instead of é« rodrov; in his large edition he has accepted the 
latter reading. — Ver. 7. To d&yaray is wrongly added in A: 
rév @zdv. — Ver. 8. Instead of éyvw, 8* has zyvwzev ; in the original 
text of 8 thewhole sentence: 6 47 dy.... Ozév, is wanting. — Ver. 9. 
s has @auev for Cjowuev.— Ver. 10. To 4 dyarn is added in 8: 
rov O<od, plainly acorrection. For jyarjoauer, B has jyarjzamer 
(Buttm.). — For déoreivev, 8 has drisrarner, — Ver. 12. The 
order of words varies: the Rec. 1s rerereswuevn eoriy ev nmiy, 
following G, K, etc. (Tisch.); A, etc, Vulg. ete., have 2 wiv 
before rereAciwutvy (Lachm.); B and &: é ju between rere. 
and ger/v (Buttm.). — Ver. 15. B reads 6; ééy instead of o¢ dy, 
and "Inoods Xporéc instead of the simple *Ijsodc.— Ver. 16. At 
the end of the verse B G K ¥,, etc., several vss. etc., read wéves 
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(bracketed by Lachm.) ; in A, etc., Vulg., several Fathers, jéve: 
is wanting (Tisch.) ; according to the authorities it is to be re- 
garded as genuine, being probably omitted to correspond with 
the end of the 15th verse (Reiche). — Ver. 17. & has after we 
yuov the further words: év 447%, and instead of Zouéyv the future 
éoduedau,— Ver. 19. The Rec. jusis ayariimey adrov, Orr adros 1s 
found in G K, ete.; in A is found: jes ody dyurdimer, brs 6 Ozb¢ 
(Lachm.) ; in B jets dyardiuey, 6r1 airog (Tisch.);® has ju. ay 

roy Osby, brs airés. The airés after ér: is sufficiently attested by 
the authorities ; the airéy after dyariue,on the other hand, 
appears to be a later addition, added for explanation of the 
thought. Reiche, however, regards it as genuine ; Liicke thinks 
that if dyarduev is without an object, 6 zs is necessary ; this, 
however, according to John’s usus loquendi, is not the case. — 
Ver. 20. 8 omits the oz. In reference to the reading épaxey in 
Tisch. 7, see on chap. i. 1. — Instead of the Rec. (Tisch.) ra, &, 
B, etc., Theb. etc., read od (Lachm.). The interrogative is, how- 
ever, more expressive than the negative. 

Vv. 1—6. Resumption of the warning against the false 
teachers; comp. chap. ii. 18 ff The connecting link is 
formed by é« tod mvevpatos, chap. iii. 24; the object is to 
distinguish between the wvedwa which is of God and the rvedpa 

which is not of God (vv. 2, 3), between the mv. Tis adneias 
and the zrv. THs mAdvns: the distinguishing mark is the con- 
fession; the former confesses, the latter denies Jesus; the 

former is mightier than the latter; therefore the believers have 
overcome the yevdorrpodytas ; the words of the former spring 
€k Tov Koopou, and are pleasing to the xdcpos; the words of 
the latter are accepted by him who is é« tod Oeod. 

Ver. 1. The apostle first exhorts them not to believe wavri 
mvevpatt. The idea rvedpma is in closest connection with 
Wevdorrpopfjtat. The true prophets spoke, as we read in 
2 Pet. i. 21: dd rvevpatos ayiov depopevor ; the source of 
the revelations which they proclaim (xpodnus) is the mvedpa 
dytov or mv. ToD Oeod, by which is meant not an affection of 
their mind, but the power of God, distinct from their own 
personality, animating and determining them (dvvapus biorou, 
synonymous with wvedua dyov, Luke i. 35). This rvedpa 
speaks through the prophet, penetrating into his wvedua and 
communicating to him the truth to be revealed; thus the 

avedpa of the prophet himself becomes a tvedpa €« Tod Oeod. 
As every prophet has his own wvedua, there exists, though the 
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Tvedua cryov is a single being, a plurality of prophetic spirits, 
The same relationship holds good, on the other hand, in the 
case of the false prophets. These also are under the influence 
of a spirit, namely, of the mvedua which é« tod Ocod ovK Ett, 
of the rvedua THs mAAYys; this similarly is a single being, but 
inasmuch as with its lie it penetrates the wvevpata of the 
false prophets and makes them like itself, it is true of the 
aTveva of every individual prophet that it is not of God, not 
a Tvedwa THS adnOelas, but a Tvedua THS TAavys. As John 
speaks here of a plurality of spirits (ravti mvevuarte, Ta Tvev- 
pata), we are to understand by veda in this passage not the 
higher spirit different from the human spirit, but this spirit 
itself, penetrated, however, and filled with the former’ (comp. 

1 Cor. xiv. 32, and Meyer on this passage). This spirit, 
however, may be spoken of, not merely in plurality, but also 
in unity, that is, in collective sense, for on each of the two 

sides all rvevuara, being animated by one and the same spirit, 
—whether the divine or that which is against God,—are of 
one nature, and so form together one unity. It is incorrect to 
understand by wvedpa here by metonymy, “the prophets” 
themselves (=Aanrodvtes ev mvevpatt, Liicke, de Wette, 
Calvin: pro eo, qui spiritus dono se praeditum esse jactat ad 
obeundum prophetae munus ; so also Erdmann, Myrberg, etc.), 
or “ their inspiration ” (Socinus, Paulus), or even “ the teach- 
ing of the prophet, his inspired word” (Lorinus, Cyril, 
Didymus, etc.).— ddr Soxipdfere ta rvevpata] The appear- 
ance of the yevdoTpog¢jrat, z.c. such teachers as, moved by the 
ungodly spirit, proclaimed instead of the truth the anti- 
christian lie, under the pretext of speaking by divine inspira- 
tion, necessitated in the Christian Church a trial of the spirits 
(a Sudxpiots of them, 1 Cor. xii. 10, xiv. 29); comp. 1 Thess. 
v. 20, 21; in order to know ef é« tod Ocod éotuy, i.e. (if éx is 
to be retained in its exact meaning), if they originate in and 
proceed from God. — This trial is to be exercised by all (comp. 

1 Diisterdieck considers the expression as describing ‘‘ the superhuman prin- 
ciple animating the man who prophesies,” and explains the plural in this way, 
that ‘‘ those different principles reveal themselves differently in their different 
instruments ;”’ but with this interpretation the plural would be used in a very 
figurative signification. Braune correctly: ‘‘ The question is not about a dual, 
but about a plural ; we must therefore understand the spirits of men, to whom 
the Spirit bears witness.” 
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Rom. xii. 2; Eph.v.10; 1 Cor. x. 15, xi. 13), for “ alloquitur 
(apostolus) non modo totum ecclesiae corpus, sed etiam singulos 
fideles”” (Calvin) ; against which Lorinus arbitrarily says : non 
omnium est probare ; unum oportet in ecclesia summum judicem 

quaestionum de fide moribusque; is est sine dubio Pontifex 
Maximus. — The necessity of the trial John establishes by the 
words: Ott 7oAXoL evdorpophrat x.7.r. These yevdorpophrat 
are the same as in chap. ii. 18 are called dvtiypioto.; comp 
vv. 2,3. The name yevdorpodpArar indicates that the teachers 
proclaimed their doctrine, not as the result of human specula- 
tion, but as a revelation communicated to them by the mvedpua 
of God. The expression : é£eAnAVOacwy els TOY KOcpor, does not 
merely signify their public appearance (Socinus: existere et 
publice munus aliquod aggredi; Grotius: apparere populo), 
nor is “é& oixay avtav to be mentally supplied” (Ebrard), 
but it is to be explained by the fact that the prophets, as 
such, were sen¢ (comp. John xvii. 18), and therefore go out 
from Him who sends them. It is He, however, that sends 

them, who through His wvedua makes them prophets. The 
idea of é&épyec@ar is accordingly different here from what it is 
in chap. ii. 19 (contrary to Lorinus, Spener, etc.) ; a going out 
of the false prophets from the Church of the Lord is not here 
alluded to. With efs tov xoopov, compare John vi. 14, x. 36. 

Ver. 2. Statement of the token by which the tvedya tov 
Qecod is to be recognised. — év tov» refers to the following 
sentence: 7ay mvedua K.T.A. — yiv@oxere is imperative, comp. 
muctevete, Soxysatere, ver. 1.— ray mvedua 6 opmororyet 

‘Incovv Xpiorov év capkt édnrvO0ra] It is arbitrary not 
only to change the participle éAyAv@dra into the infinitive 
ernavbévat, but also to change év into efs (so Luther, Calvin, 

Piscator, Sander); by év capxi the flesh, ze. the earthly 
human nature, is stated as the form of being in which Christ 
appeared. The form of the object is explained by the polemic 
against Docetism ; it is to be translated either: “ Jesus Christ 
as come in the flesh” (Liicke, de Wette, Diisterdieck, Ebrard, 
ete.) ; or: “Jesus, as Christ come in the flesh;” the last 

interpretation has this advantage, that it not only brings out 
more clearly the reference to the Cerinthian Docetism,' but it 

1 In the first interpretation the antithesis to the Cerinthian Docetism lies not 
merely in the combination of 'Ijcodv Xpirdv as one name (Ebrard), but also in 



CHAP. IV. 2. 425 

makes it more easy to explain how the apostle in ver. 3 can 
designate the object simply by tov Incodv. It might, how- 
ever, be still more suitable to take Incotv... éAndvOoTa as 
one object = “ the Jesus Christ who came in the flesh,’ so that 
in this expression the individual elements on which John here 
relied in opposition to Docetism have been gathered into one ; 
so perhaps Braune, when he says: “the form is that of a 
substantive objective sentence,” and “in év co. €X. it is nota 
predicate, but an attributive clause that is added.” That the 
apostle has in view not only the Cerinthian, but also the later 
Docetism, which attributed to the Saviour only a seemzng body, 
cannot be proved from the form of expression used here. The 
commentators who deny the reference of the apostle to 
Docetism find themselves driven to artificial explanations ; 
thus Socinus, who expands the participle by quamvis, and 
Grotius, according to whom év capxi refers to the status humilis 
in which Christ appeared, in contrast to the regia pompa in 
which the Jews expected the Messiah.’ To exact unbelievers 
there can here be no reference, as, according to chap. i. 2, the 

false prophets had previously belonged to the Church itself. 
That John brings out as the token of the Spirit, that is, of 
God, just the confession of this particular truth, has its ground 
in the circumstances that have been mentioned; while it is 

also so very much the fundamental truth, that, as Liicke on 
ch. ii. 22 with justice says: “every yebddos is contained in this 
and amounts to this, the denial of that truth in any sense.”* 

this, that this subject so described, which contains in it the idea Xperds, is 

more particularly defined as having come in the flesh. 
1 Socinus : Qui confitetur Jesum Christum i. e. eum pro suo servatore ac 

domino et denique vero Christo habet, guamvis is in carne venerit h. e. homo 
fuerit, non modo mortalis, sed infinitis malis obnoxius. Without any ground, 

Baumgarten-Crusius asserts: ‘‘Ifany force were to be assigned to the predicate : 
come in the flesh, the infinitive would have been used.”—Briickner thinks that 

if in ver. 3 the shorter reading (without the apposition) be the correct one, the 
reference to Docetism is here uncertain and unnecessary ; but the uncertain 
expression is plainly to be interpreted in accordance with the more certain, and 
not, contrariwise, the latter in accordance with the former. 

? Comp. with this passage Poly carp, €p. ud Philipp. : was yup os ay wn smodsy ii 
*Incovy epiecks ty cupxi tAndulore, ayrixgiores tors nai Os Bn omaroyy Pa) aprupioy 

Tov oraupoy iz rou diaBorou tori, 

3 Augustine peculiarly turns this sentence against the Donatists, whom he 
reproaches with a denial of their love, on account of their separation from the 
Catholic Church, when he says that John speaks here of a denial of Christ not 
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Ver. 3. In the reading: 6 ju) oporoye? tov *Inoovv, the 
article (which is not, with Liicke, to be deleted) must not be 
overlooked, for it indicates Jesus as the historical person who 
is Christ. The false teachers did not confess Jesus when they 
ascribed the work of healing, not to Jesus, but to the Aeon 
Christ. The particle py indicates the contradiction of the 
true confession, whilst ov would only express the simple nega- 
tion. At the words: kal rodTO éote TO TOD avTLypioTou, 
almost all commentators (even Briickner and Braune) supply 
with to the word mvedua; but Valla (with whom Zegerus 
agrees) interprets: et hic est antichristi spiritus, vel potius: 
t hoc est antichristi i e. proprium antichristi; if this latter 

interpretation be correct, then todto refers to pi oporoyer, 

and To Tod avtvypioTov is “ the antichristian nature.” As it is 
not easy to see why John should have left out veda, this 
interpretation is to be preferred to the usual one (so also 
Myrberg; Ewald similarly interprets: “the work of Anti- 
christ ;” the same form of expression in Matt. xxi. 21; 1 Cor. 
x. 24; 2 Pet. ii. 22; Jas. iv. 14).'— 6 axnkdate ore epyerar] 
compare chap. i. 18. Stephanus, groundlessly, would read 
“6v” instead of 6; the relative does not refer to avtrypicorou, 

but to To 7. avtiyp. — kal viv év TO Kocpo early HSn] ae. in 
the false prophets; comp. ver. 1. John does not say here 
that Antichrist, but only that the antichristian nature (or the 

spirit of Antichrist) is already in the world ; 76n is doubtless 
added, not merely to intensify the vdv, but to point to the 
future time of the appearing of Antichrist, which is already 
being prepared for. According to Ebrard, the last sentence 
depends on 0; this, however, is not likely, as 6 is the accusa- 

tive; it is rather connected, as an independent sentence, with 
the preceding one. 

Ver. 4. After the apostle has characterized the twofold 
7vevua, he directs the attention of his readers to the relation- 

ship in which they stand to the false prophets. — duets éx Tod 

merely by word, but also by deed: quisquis non habet charitatem negat 
Christum in carne venisse ; so Bede : ipse est Spiritus Dei, qui dicit Jesum Chris- 
tum in carne venisse, qui dicit non lingua, sed factis, non sonando, sed amando, 

‘ Braune thinks that in these: passages it was of importance to form a sub- 
stantive conception, but that here the simple genitive would have been sufficient ; 
it is plain, however, that the substantive idea +é cod &vrixp. is here also more 

significant than a mere genitive connected with ieriy, 
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@cod éore] A contrast to those who are é« Tov Kocpov; 
believers are of God, because the wvedua which animates them 

is the mvedpa ToD Ocod. — Kai vevixnkate avTovs| adTods is 
not = antichristum et mundum (Erasmus), but tovds ~wevdo- 
apogpyras, in whom the antichristian nature dwells, — vew- 
«ynKkate is to be retained as perfect, comp. chap. li. 13 ; Calvin 

inaccurately interprets: in media pugna jam extra periculum 
sunt, quia futuri sunt superiores. John could say to his 
readers: vevexjxate, not only inasmuch as in them was mighty 
the strength of Him who had said: @apceire, éym vevixnka 
Tov xoopov, and inasmuch as they in Him were sure of 
ultimate success (Neander, Diisterdieck), but also inasmuch as 
their opponents with their seductive arts must have been put 
to shame by their faithfulness, and must have been repulsed 
by them (Ebrard, Braune). The cause of this victory, however, 
did not and does not le in the human power of believers, 
but in the fact dre peifov éotiv o & tiuiy 7) 6 ev TO KOCH ; 
—o év wiv, ic. 0 Oeds (according to Grotius, Erdmann, and 
others: 0 Xpiorés); as the believer is of God, God remains 
in him as the soul of his life; 6 év 7 Koopa, te. 0 SuaBoXos, 
“ whose children the antichrists are” (Liicke). Instead of the 
more particular év avrois, John uses the more general év To 
Koop, in order thereby to signify that they, although they 
were for a while in the Church, belong nevertheless to the 
koopos, which the following words expressively bring out. 

Ver. 5. In chap. 11. 19, John had said of the false teachers : 
ovx eloly €& 7uav; now he states from what source they 
spring ; this is the xocpos; the antichristian nature in them 
belonged to the world, quatenus Satanas est ejus princeps 
(Calvin). The manifestation of life corresponds with the 
source of it; because they are of the world, da todro €« Tod 

Koopfov NaXodar; ek T. KOoMov NaXetY means: to speak 
that which the xocpos supplies, to take the burden of their 
speech from the xdopos, ex mundi vita ac sensu sermones 

suos promere (Bengel). This is not identical with é« tis 
ys Aadeiv (John iii. 31), for 7 vy is not an ethical idea like 
0 Koopos.— Kal 6 KoOcpos av’Tay axove] The false prophets 
had gone out from the Church into the world, to which they 
inwardly belonged, and proclaimed to it a wisdom which 
originated in it; therefore the world heard them, ze. gave to 
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their words applause and assent: 7 yap opolw To Gpuorov 
mpootpéye. (Oecumenius); in contrast to which believers 
were hated and persecuted by the world. 

Ver. 6. pets] Antithesis of avdro/, ver. 5; either specially 

John and the other apostles (Storr, Diisterdieck, Briickner, 

Braune, etc.) as the true teachers, or believers generally 
(Calvin, Spener, Liicke, de Wette, etc.); in favour of the 

former interpretation is the fact that believers are addressed 
in this section in the second person, together with the follow- 
ing axover nuav, as also the antithesis to wevdorpopjrar 
indicates teachers.— With é« tod Ocod éouev we are to 

supply, according to ver. 5, the thought 8a rodTo é« rod 
Ocod Aadoduev; the following words: 6 yweoxov tov Oedv 
akovel mov, contain the proof of the thought just expressed. 
—o yw. tov Medv forms the antithesis of o xdcpos, and is 
synonymous with és é€otw é« tT. Ocov, for it is only he who 
is a child of God that possesses the true knowledge of God. 
According to Liicke and others, the apostle means by this 
those to whom belongs the “general é« tod Ocod eivat, i.c. the 
divine impress and instinct, which is the condition of child- 
hood of God in Christ ;” but the expression itself is opposed 
to this, fer the knowledge of God is necessarily conditioned 
by faith in Christ.— In the second clause: 65 ov« éotw... 
OvUK ak. Huov, ds... Oeod forms the antithesis to 0 ywwoKxwv 
t. Ocov. This is the antithesis between “world” and “ church 
of the children of God.”—JIn the concluding clause: é« 
TovTov... Tis TAdvys, it is to the immediately preceding 
thought that é« tovrou refers. According to the usual view, 
with which Diisterdieck agrees, the sense of this passage is: 
He who hears the apostles shows thereby that the wvedua tis 

adne(as is in him; he who, on the contrary, does not hear 

them, shows that the wv. ts wAavns is in him; it is in his 

relation to the apostolic teaching that any one shows of what 
spirit he is the child.’ But, according to the train of thought 
in this section, it is not the spirit of the hearers, but that of 
the teachers that is the subject (so also Myrberg and Braune) ; 
the sense therefore is: That the mvedya THs wAadvys prevails 
in the false prophets, may be known by this, that the world 

1 Luther: “If we hear God’s true messengers, that is a plain token of true 
religion ; if, however, we despise and mock them, that is a plain token of error.’ 
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hears them; that in us, on the contrary, the wvedpua ris 
adnOeias dwells, may be perceived by this, that those who 
know God, «ae. the children of God, hear us. The wv. tis 
adnOeias cannot be in him whom the world hears, nor can 

the mv. tis wAavns be in him whom the children of God 
hear; Braune: “the mv. THs mAdvns is certainly in him whom 

the world hears, and the wv. THs adnOevas in him whom the 

children of God hear.” —70 mvedpa ths adynOelas; comp. 
John xiv. 17, xv. 26, xvi. 13; a description of the Holy 

Ghost, masmuch as He not only produces a knowledge of 
the truth, but “makes the truth His very nature” (Weiss). 
TO TV. THS TAavys, the spirit that emanates from the devil, 

which seduces men to falsehood and error; comp. chap. i. 8 ; 

i Ghessy is 3 } As Tame iv 1. 

Vv. 7-21. After the apostle, induced by the appearance of 
the antichristian nature, has characterized the spirit of truth 
and the spirit of error, he passes on directly to a detailed 
account of the elements of faith and love alluded to in chap. 
nL 23. 

Vv. 7, 8. Exhortation to mutual love, and the establishing 

of this. — The address ayamnrot emphatically introduces the 
command: a@yata@pyev. — The object add7Aous shows that here 
also it is not human love in general, but Christian brotherly 
love that is the subject. Mutual love is the holiest calling 
of Christians who are téxva tod @eod, for 7 ayamn éx Tod 

Ocod éott, i.e. love proceeds from God; Calovius: originem 
habet a Deo. Unsatisfactory is the explanation of Grotius: 
Deo maxime placet bonitas. 1 adydrn is used without a 
determining object, because it is love in its full extent that 
is meant. — Kal Tas 6 dyarév éx Tod Ocod yeyévyyntat x.7.d.] 
Inference from what immediately precedes. If love is of 

God, then he who lives in love must also be born of God 

1 The thought of this passage corresponds with that of John x. 3-5, where 

Christ appeals for a proof that He is the Good Shepherd to the fact that the 
sheep know and hear His voice, whilst they do not know the voice of the 
stranger, and flee from it. 

? Neander: ‘‘ The apostle does not here lay down a commandment of love; 
he does not want to impress on believers new motives for love, but to convince 
them that as sure as they are God’s children, this fact must be manifested by 
mutual love. — As proof he adduces that love is of God, and therefore every one 
who loves is born of God.” 
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and know Him. The relation of ayawav and é« tod Ocod 
ryeyevvno@at is not to be defined thus, that the former is the 
condition of the latter (de Wette), but thus, that the former 
is to be regarded as the criterion of the latter; to be born of 
God does not follow from love, but love follows from being 
born of God. The same relationship exists also between 
ayarav and yweoxew tov Ody ;' what sort of a knowledge 
of God is meant, however, is seen from the close connection 

of ywoone with é« tod Ocod yeyévyntar.— Ver. 8. From 
the foregoing it follows further: 6 pa ayaTav ovK eyvw Tov 
Ocov; ovk éyvo, ic. “has not known.” The reason is: Ore 6 
Ocds ayarn éoriv.— By this thought the preceding 4 ayamn 
€x tov Oeovd éori receives its full comprehension. — ayarn 
is without the article, because it is considered as a general 

definition of the nature of God; so ver. 16, comp. i. 5: 

0 Ocds das éori. “Love is not so much a quality which 
God has, as rather the all-embracing total of what He is” 
(Besser). Luther: Deus nihil est quam mera caritas; Grotius 
tamely: plenus est dilectione. 

Ver. 9. The manifestation of the love of God is the 
sending of His Son. — év Todt refers to the following 67s. — 
epavep@On 1) ayarn tod Oecod ev jpiv] ébavepwOn expresses 
the objective fact, not the subjective knowledge; the apostle 
does not mean that the love of God is known by us through 
the sending of His Son (comp. ver. 16), but that it has by 
that means come forth from its concealment, has manifested 

itself in act. €v ty is therefore neither “in” nor “among” 
us; neither must it be explained =els 2uas; év is here, as 
in ver. 16 and John ix. 3 =“to;” either connected with 

épavepoOn or with 7) ayarn 7. ©.; hence either: “it has been 

manifested to us” (Diisterdieck, Briickner, Braune, etc.), or: 
“the love of God to us” (Ewald) has been manifested. 

1 It was previously stated in this commentary: ‘‘John does not here say 
that love flows from the knowledge of God, but that love, because it is of 
divine nature, necessarily brings with it the knowledge of God.” This is 
incorrect, since yiwwcxs: ov @zoy stands in the same relationship to éyaray as ix 
rod Osod yeytvynras does, even though it is in itself true also that only he who 
himself loves can really know God, who is love. For the correct explanation, 
see Liicke, Braune, Weiss. It has already been observed, however, that the 
last-named does not correctly state the connection between being born of God 
and the knowledge of God, as he makes the latter the condition of the former. 
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With the first interpretation the sentence: é70... els tov 
xoomov, makes a difficulty which has been overlooked by the 
commentators;1 with regard to the second, the article 7 is 

wanting before €v uty; but a direct connection of an attri- 

butive clause with a substantive, without a connecting 
article, is very often found in the N. T., and is therefore not 
“ungrammatical” (as Diisterdieck thinks); the idea is here, 
then, the same as that which John in ver. 16 expresses by: 
 ayarn iv exer 0 Geos ev jyiv.? The difference between ets 
nas and év piv is this, that the former indicates only the 

tendency towards the goal, the latter the abiding at the goal. 
By piv we are to understand not mankind in general, but 
believers in particular, so also ver. 10 in the case of mpets 
«.T.X.—In the following sentence: 67. Tov viov avdtod... 
iva Enowpev Se avtod, the special emphasis rests on the last 
words, for the love which God has towards us is manifested 

in the fact that He sent His Son into the world for this 
purpose, that we might live through Him, «ae. become par- 
takers through Him of the life of blessedness. It is especially 
in its purpose that the sending of His Son is the manifesta- 
tion of God’s love to us. The more particular description of 
the Son of God as o povoryev7s, which is frequently found in 
the Gospel of John, appears only here in his Epistles. In 
Luke (vii. 12, viii. 42, ix. 38) and in the Epistle to the 

1 Even Ebrard has not perceived the difficulty. It lies in this, that by oz: 
x.¢.a, something is mentioned which happened for us, but not which happened 
to us; differently in John ix. 8. Briickner thinks that the difficulty is removed 
by the fact that ‘‘in the purpose of the sending of Christ there also lies some- 
thing which happened ¢o us ;” incorrectly, since even if the purpose of that is 
our life (ive fjewuev), yet it cannot be said that the love shown in the sending 

of Christ has manifested itself to us ; the result is then that tgavepién is taken 
= ‘has operated,” and that an emphasis is laid on év “iv which it does not 

receive from the context. 
2 Liicke incorrectly observes that with this connection there is in iy ji» 

“something superfluous and unsuitable.” This is so far from being the case, 
that it is just in this that the apostle arrives at the consideration of the 
relationship between God and the believer. True, the love of God relates to 
the whole world, John iii. 16: ayéarncey 6 @zds cov xoewoy, and to all, without 
exception, He has given, by sending His Son, the possibility of not being lost, 
but obtaining eternal life, but the loving purpose of God is accomplished only 
in them that believe ; the unbelieving remain i» épy7 rod @cod ; hence the love 
of God to the world is more narrowly limited than His love to believers, who 

are His cixva, 
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Hebrews (xi. 17), povoyervns denotes the only child of his 
parents. So the expression is used by John also to denote 
Christ as the only Son of God, “besides whom His Father 
has none.” This predicate is suitable to Him, inasmuch as 
He is the Acyos who is év apyh, meos Tov Ocov, Oeds. Lorinus 
arbitrarily explains povoyevijs = ayarntos; comp. Meyer on 
John i. 14. Calvin rightly remarks: “quod unigenitum 
appellat, ad auxesin valet.’ How great the love of God, in 
that He sent His only-begotten Son in order that we might 
live! Baumgarten-Crusius: “povoyevys and Sjocouev are the 

principal words: the most glorious ... for our salvation !” 
Ver. 10. €v tovTm éotiv 7 ayarn] we. “herein consists love,” 

love is in its nature of ¢dis kind. Oecumenius inaccurately : 
év TOUT, SeiKvuTat, OTL ayaTH EoTlv Oo Meds; for éoré is not = 
defxvutat; nor is tov Oeod to be supplied with 4) ayamn 
(with Liicke, de Wette, briickner, etc.), but the expression 
means love in general, as in ver. 7 in the words: 7 aydamn éx 
tod Ocod éori (Diisterdieck, Ebrard, Braune). — ody ote pets 
jyatnocapev Tov Oeov, GAN Ore «.7.r.] Grotius and Lange 
arbitrarily render od7>~ 67s here = oT. ody. Several com- 
mentators take the first part as, according to its sense, a 
subordinate clause = 7uav pa) ayarnoavtev; Meyer: “ Herein 
consists love, in that, although we had not previously loved 
God, He nevertheless loved us;”? this, however, is incorrect ; 

as John in ver. 7 has said that love is é« tod Ocov, so here 

also he would emphasize the fact that love has its origin not 
in man, but in God; it is originally in God, and not first 
called forth in Him by the love of men; the latter is rather 
first the outcome of the divine love ;” the words ody ore there- 
fore serve to specify love as something divine, not, however, 

as Diisterdieck (who otherwise interprets correctly) thinks, to 
emphasize the fact that “the love of God to us is entirely 
undeserved ;” this is a thought which is only to be derived 

1 Similarly a Lapide: Hie caritatem Dei ponderat et exaggerat ex eo, quod 
Deus nulla dilectione, nullo obsequio nostro provocatus, imo multis injuriis et 
sceleribus nostris offensus, prior dilexit nos. 

? With this interpretation it is not at all necessary, as Baumgarten-Crusius 
thinks, to give a different meaning to the ov in each case: ‘‘notasif.. . but 
in the fact that ;” but és has the same meaning both times, as the sense is: 
‘* this is not the nature of the love that we were the first to love, but that God 

was the first to love.” 
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from the statement of the apostle (Braune).— mets and 
avTos are emphatically contrasted with one another. — xai 
améoteine Tov viov avTod x.T.r.] states the actual proof of 
autos nyamnoev Has; here also the special emphasis rests, 
not on améoteie, but on ikacpor x.7.r., which corresponds to 
the tva Snowpev of ver. 9, inasmuch as it states the basis of 
the 7; with ‘Nacpov, comp. chap. ii. 2. The aorists 
HyaTnoapev, nyaTEce, aTécTEAev, are to be retained as his- 
torical tenses (de Wette); by the perfect améoradxer, ver. 9, 
the sending of Christ is merely stated, whereas the aorist 
employed here narratively depicts the loving act of God in 
the sending of His Son (Liicke). 

Ver. 11. Conclusion from vv. 9 and 10, giving the motive 
for the exhortation in ver. 7.— The love of God (previously 
described: ot7ws) to us obliges us, believers, to love one 

another. The obligatory force lies not merely in the example 
given by God’s act of love, but also in this, that we by means 
of it have become the children of God, and as such love as He 

loves (Liicke). At the same time, however, the correspond- 
ence between audas and adAndAovs is to be observed; the 
Christian, namely, as a child of God, feels himself bound to 

love his brother because he knows that God loves him, and 

him whom God loves God’s child cannot hate. 
Ver. 12. The blessing of brotherly love is perfect fellow- 

ship with God. — @ecdv ovdels remote TeHéatar] comp. ver. 20 
and Gospel of John i.18. In opposition to Rickli’s view, 
that these words were spoken in polemic reference to the 
false teachers who pretended to see God, ze. to know Him 
fully, Liicke rightly asserts that in that case the apostle 
would have more definitely expressed the polemic element ; 
teSéatas does not here at all denote spiritual seeing or know- 
ledge (Hornejus, Neander, Sander, Erdmann), but seeing in 
the strict sense of the word (de Wette, Diisterdieck, Braune). 
John, however, does not here emphasize this invisibility of 

God (in which He is infinitely exalted above man; comp. 
1 Tim. vi. 16) in order to suggest that we can reciprocate 
the love of God, not directly, but only through love to our 
visible brethren (Liicke, Ebrard; similarly Hornejus, Lange, 
etc.), but in order thereby to emphasize still more the follow- 
ing: 0 Oeds év juivy wéver x.T 2. as the Scholiast in Matthiae 
Meyer.—1 Joun. 25 
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indicates by paraphrasing: 6 ddpatos Ocds Kal avédixtos Sid 
THS eis GNAHAOUS aydarns ev Huiv péver; a Lapide correctly 
interprets: licet eum non videamus, tamen, si proximum 
diligamus, ipse invisibilis evit nobis praesentissimus (so also 
de Wette, Diisterdieck, Erdmann, Myrberg, Braune). The 
motrote Which is added shows that teOéarac is regarded as 
the simple perfect, and does not “include past and present ” 
(Liicke) ; nevertheless with the thought: “no one has seen God 
at any time,” the further thought: “no one can see Him,” is 
tacitly combined. That the apostle had in view the passage 
Ex. xxxiii, 20 (Sander), is the more improbable, as both 
thought and expression are different. In reference to the 
appearances of God which the O. T. in Gen. xii. 7, xvii. 1, 
and elsewhere, relates, Spener rightly remarks: “All such 
was not the seeing of the Divine Being Himself, but of an 
assumed form in which His being manifested itself.” — éav 
ayaT@pev AAXjAovS, 6 Oeds ev Hiv péver| In these words the 
blessing of brotherly love is stated: With brotherly love 
fellowship with God is associated, because, indeed, love is of 

God. The explanation of several commentators: “ if we love 
one another, then it may thereby be known that God is in us,” 
weakens the thought of the apostle’ God’s dwelling in us is 
certainly not meant to be represented here as a result or fruit 
of our love to one another (as Frommann, p. 109, interprets) ; 
and just as little is it the converse relation; but it is the 
inseparable co-dependence of the two elements, which mutually 
condition each other (so also Braune).—xal  ayarn avtod 
TeTENELWMEVN eoTly ev Hiv] 7 aydrn avTod is not here “the 
love which God has to us” (Calovius, Spener, Russmeyer, 
Sander, Erdmann, etc.), for the idea tereXevwpévn éotiv does 
not agree with this, comp. ver. 18, but the love which the 
believer has; avrod may, however, be either the objective 

genitive (so most commentators) or the subjective genitive ; 

1 Weiss insists on this interpretation, because ‘‘ it is meant to be shown how 
we have in brotherly love the visible evidence of an existence of God who is in 
Himself invisible ;” incorrectly, for (1) Christians need no visible proof of the 
existence of the invisible God, and, besides, it is not the ewistence of God, but 

God’s dwelling in us, ete., that is the subject here; (2) the conjunction id» 
shows that the subordinate clause states the condition under which what is 
stated in the principal clause takes place ; (8) the supplement of a ywwoxousy is 
purely arbitrary. 
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but in the latter case we must not interpret, with Socinus: 

“ea dilectio, quam ipse Deus nobis praescripsit,” nor, as Calvin 
thinks probable: “caritas, quam Deus nobis inspirat,’ but 
“the love which is inherent in God” (which is His nature and 
é€ avtod); this, however, considered as dwelling in believers 
(€v nuiv) as the soul of their life (so also Briickner and 
Braune). This explanation, in which no object which would 
restrict the general idea of love has to be supplied (comp. 
vv. 7, 8, 16,18), deserves the preference, because the specific 
love to God is first mentioned in ver. 19. Quite unjustifiably 
Ebrard asserts that 7) dy. avtod denotes “the mutual loving 
relationship between God and us; comp. u. 5.” 

Ver. 13. The token of our fellowship with God (ev auTa 
pévopev corresponds to the preceding : n ayaTrn avtov... €v 

npiv) is: OTL EX TOD TVEVMAaTOS AVTOD SédwxKev Huiv; Comp. 
iii. 24. The expression: é« tod mvetpatos (instead of To 
mvevpa), is explained by the fact that the avedua of God is 
the entire fulness of the life of God operating in believers, of 
which his share is given to each individual. The expression 
is not to be connected with the dvaipecis tay yapicpator, of 
which Paul speaks in 1 Cor. xii. 4,11. Compare Acts i. 17 ; 
in reference to Christ it is said: ov« é« pétpov Sdidwou TO 
amvedpa, Gospel of John ii. 34. Against the view that by 
avedpa here “love” or a similar quality is to be understood, 
Spener says: “it is the Spirit Himself, and not His gifts 
only, that we receive.”’—-ére does not mean “if” (Baum- 
garten - Crusius), for John supposes that his readers are 
believers, and as such are certainly partakers of the Spirit. 

Vv. 14, 15. That love brings with it fellowship with God, 
is caused by the fact that God is love and love springs from 
God. But God’s love was made manifest by the sending of 
His Son, and this is testified by the apostles, who themselves 
have seen Him. The last thought which ver. 14 expresses 
serves as an introduction to the thought that follows in 
ver. 15, in which the believing confession (and therefore 

1 Weiss incorrectly uses this passage as a proof that, whilst Jesws considered 
the Holy Ghost as a personal being, John had not yet perfectly taken hold of 
this conception ; for even if it be admitted that the expression used here does 
not specify the personality of the Spirit, yet it is in no way contradictory 
to it. Besides, Weiss himself admits that the passage: +d wvidee icow a 

aaAnéea (chap. vy. 6), points to the personality of the Spirit. 

— 
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faith) is described as the condition of fellowship with God, 
‘and hence also of true love. —xat *yeis] By mets John 
means here himself and his fellow-apostles ; comp. ver. 6. — 
teOedpeOa Kai waptupodmev, comp. chap. i. 1, 2. TeBedpeba 
expresses the direct seeing (Gospel of John i. 14), not know- 
ledge through the medium of others. The apostles saw that 
the Father sent the Son, inasmuch as they saw the Son Him- 
self—and not after the flesh merely, but also as the povoyer7s 

mapa matpos. With te@edue8a corresponds the closely-con- 
nected idea paptupodmev, which presupposes one’s own 
direct experience ; comp. Gospel of John i. 34. — The subject 
of this testimony is: 67+ 0 watyp dméotadxe Tov VidV GwTHpa 
Tod Kogpwov, comp. vv. 9,10; cwrijpa tr. x. states the purpose 
of the sending, which does not ‘refer to particular see ones, 
but to the whole number of sinners (comp. chap. il. 2 and 
Gospel of John iii. 16).— Ver. 15. With opworoyjon, comp. 
ver. 2. The subject of the confession is: 67s "Incods éotw 6 
vids tod Oeod; this is precisely what the antichrists deny ; 
comp. vv. 2 sud 3.— Weiss erroneously interprets: “ Whoso- 
ever abides in this confession, 7 hme it is seen that God is in 
him;” the words “in him it is seen” are a mere interpolation. 

Ver. 16. The beginning of this verse: xatl nets, is indeed 
of the same import as the beginning of ver. 14; but sets here 
does not merely mean the apostles (Myrberg), for otherwise €v 
“tv also would have to be referred to them, and a contrast, 

here inappropriate, would be drawn between the apostles and 
the readers, but it is used in its more general sense (as most 
commentators take it), which is also indicated by the connec- 
tion of this verse with the preceding one. — With éyvwxapev 

Kal TemiotevKauev, comp. John vi. 69. As the object of 
faith must have been previously made known to us, and hence 
made the subject of knowledge before we can take hold of it 
in faith, and as, on the other hand, it is only through faith that 

knowledge becomes the determining principle of our life, and 
these two elements mutually condition each other continually 
in the Christian life, knowledge, therefore, can be put before 
faith, as here, and faith can also be put before knowledge, as 

in John vi. 69.1 — rv ayarny, iv Exes 6 Oeds év npiv] is not, 

1 Taicke: ‘True faith is, according to John, intelligent and experienced ; true 
knowledge is a believing knowledge. Both together form the complete Christian 
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with Wilke (Hermeneutik des N. T. II. 64), to be interpreted : 

“the love which God has in us, zc. as a love dwelling in us,” 
or, with Ebrard: “God’s love which He has kindled in us, by 

means of which, as by His own nature, He works in us,” for 

the verbs éyvoxapev and memiotevcapev show that the subject 
here is not something subjective, and therefore not our love 
(which only in so far as it is the outcome of the divine love 
is described as the love which God has in us), but something 
objective, and therefore the love of God, which has manifested 
itself in the sending of His Son for the propitiation for our 
sins. év is used here just as inver.9. The following words: 
6 Oeds aydrn éotl «.7.r., Which are closely connected with 
what immediately precedes, form the keystone of the fore- 
going, inasmuch as the particular ideas of the previous context 
are all embraced in them. — On 6 @e0s ay. éori, see ver. 8. — 
Kal 6 pévev x.T.r. is the inference from the thought that God 
is love, in this way, namely, that all true love springs from 
Him. The idea of love here is not to be restricted to brotherly 
love (ver. 12, €ay ayaT@pev add7dovs), but (as also Diister- 
dieck, Braune, and Weiss remark)’ is to be understood quite 

generally.2, The idea of fellowship with God is here expressed 
just as in ver. 15. If John makes it at one time dependent 
on knowledge, and at another dependent on love, this is ex- 
plained by the fact that to him both knowledge and love are 
the radiations of that faith by means of which the new birth 
operates. 

Ver. 17. After the apostle has said in ver. 16 that he that 
dwelleth in love (and therefore no one else) has fellowship with 
God, he now indicates wherein love shows itself as perfected ; 
the thought of this verse is accordingly connected with the 

conviction, so that John, when he wants to express this very strongly, puts them 
both together, in which case it is indifferent whether the one or the other comes 
first.” / Comp. also Neander on this passage, and Késtlin, der Lehrbegr. des Hu. 
ete., pp. 63, 215 ff. 

1 Weiss further erroneously observes that ‘‘ here also being in God is not to be 
made dependent on love, but love on being in God.” 

* Ebrard introduces a reference foreign to the passage when he includes in wives 
by rx ayarn also the ‘‘dwelling in the love of God to us, in faith in God’s 
love ;” Erdmann also incorrectly interprets : “rq wévew ty 7 aydéon eadem animi 
nostri ad caritatem Dei relatio denotatur, quae verbis tyyixausy xal remricrive 

xemucv Significatur.” Had the apostle meant this, he would have added to éyéra, 
as a more particular definition, rod @z0%. Comp. Gospel of John xv. 10. 
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preceding: 6 pévwy év TH ayarn.—ev TovTw TETEAELWTAL 1) 
ayarn pel’ tov] Several commentators, Luther, Calvin, 
Spener, Grotius, Hornejus, Calovius, Semler, Sander, Besser, 

Ewald, ete., understand by 7 ayamn “the love of God to us,” 

interpreting we? nuov = eis nuads, and teTeNefwrar as referring 
to the perfect manifestation of the love of God; Grotius: hic 
est summus gradus delectionis Dei erga nos. This interpre- 
tation, however, has the context against it, for in ver. 16: o 

/ b] (oe / ad ¢ , > ” 

pévov €v Th aya7n, as well as in ver. 18: 0 do8os ovK Eat 
3 a > , ? / ° 

ev TH ayamn, by ayamn is meant the love of man, the love that 
dwells in us; comp. also ver. 12. Here also, therefore, ayamn 

must be understood of this love, with Estius, Socinus, Lange, 
Liicke, de Wette, Neander, Gerlach, Diisterdieck, Braune, etc.; 

TeTeXelwTat is used in the same sense as TeTeAetwpevyn ote, 
ver. 12; comp. also ver. 18: 7 TeXeta aydzn. — It is not the 
object of the love that is described by we? nuorv, for peta is 
not = eds, but it means “in;”? it either belongs to the verb: 
“therein is love made perfect in us” (Liicke, de Wette, 
Diisterdieck, Braune, etc.; Erdmann, who explains peta = éy), 

or to ayarn: “the love which exists (prevails) in us is,” ete. 
With the first construction, the addition appears rather super- 
fluous; besides, its position would then be more natural before 
» ayarn. The underlying idea is that the love which has 
come from God (for all love is €« tod @eod) has made its abode 

1 Sander: ‘' That it is made perfect must only mean: this love of God which 
was manifested in the sending of His Son is manifested in its might and glory 
in this, that, as overcoming everything, it brings us so far that we,” ete.— 
Calovius: Perficitur dilectio Dei in nobis, non ratione sui, sic enim absolute 
perfecta est, sed ratione nostri, non quoad existentiam, sed quoad experientiam. 

2 Hence 1 ay. wif quay is neither= % dy. (rod Ocod) cis nu&s, ROT = 7 aydan 
(near) cis &A#Aous, aS Liicke in his 1st ed. interprets (“‘ our love among ourselves, 

i.e. our mutual love’’); still less justifiable is the interpretation of Rickli: ‘the 

mutual love between God and the believer ;” for John never includes God and men 

in fueis. When Ebrard, admitting this, nevertheless accepts the interpretation of 

Rickli as far as the sense is concerned, explaining ‘‘the love of God with us” by 
“the love which exists between God and us,” this is purely arbitrary, for even 

though wvsré is frequently used to denote a reciprocal action (see Winer, p. 336 ; 

VII. p. 352 ff.), yet this reference is here unsuitable, for it is not God and we, but 

love and we, that are placed together. Moreover, to supply vod @sod with 4 
ayérn is at the best only defensible if in ws? ue» the subject to which the love 

refers is stated; but this is grammatically impossible. If, as Ebrard thinks, 
4 &yéan denotes not love, but the love-relationship, then 4 éyarn ust juay May 
only mean ‘‘ the loving-relationship that exists among us;” this idea, however, 

as Ebrard with justice says, does not suit the context. 
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with believers. Here, also, 7) ayamn is used without more 
particular definition, as in ver. 16, and is therefore not to be 

limited to a specific object (so also de Wette, Diisterdieck, 
Braune); it is therefore neither merely “love to the brethren” 
(Socinus, Liicke,’ etc.), nor merely “love to God” (Lange, Erd- 
mann); Baumgarten-Crusius not incorrectly explains the idea 
by “the sentiment of love ;” only it must not be forgotten that 
true love is not merely sentiment, but action also; comp. chap. 
iii. 18.—év tovtw does not refer to the preceding, nor to 
dwelling in love, nor to fellowship with God, but to what 
follows; not, however, to 67, as Beza,” Grotius, etc., assuming 

an attraction, think, but to a wappyclav éywpev ev TH Hepa 
THS Kpicews. From ver. 18 it is clear that the chief aim of 
the apostle is to emphasize the fact that perfect love (7 TeXe/a 
ayamn, ver. 18) is free from fear, or that he who is perfect in 
love (TeTehetwpévos ev TH ayd7y) experiences no fear, but has 
confident boldness (zappynoia). The thought of this verse is 
no other than this, that love has its perfection in the fact 
that it fills us with such wappnoia; the clause beginning with 
iva therefore contains the leading thought, to which the 
following 67: is subordinated. It is true, the combination év 
tovTw . . . Wa (instead of Ort, vv. 9, 10, and frequently) is 
strange, but it is quite John’s custom to use the particle of 
purpose, fva, not seldom as objective particle; the same 
combination is found. in the Gospel of John xv. 8 (Meyer, 
indeed, differently on this passage); comp. chap. i. 10, 23 
avtn ... wa (Gospel of John xvii. 3); by wa, rappnoiav 
éyew is indicated as the goal, not “which God has in view in 
the perfecting of love in us” (Braune), but which the aya7n 
in its perfection attains (Diisterdieck). With aappnolav 
éyev, comp. chap. ii, 28.°— The jpuépa tis kpicews is the 

1 According to Bertheau’s note in the 3d ed. of Liicke’s Commentary (p. 364), 
Liicke has, however, in the edition of 1851 interpreted 47 ayérn: ‘‘ brotherly 

love combined with love to God.” 
2 Beza’s interpretation runs: Charitas adimpletur in nobis per hoc quod 

qualis ille est, tales et nos simus in hoc mundo, ut fiduciam habeamus in die 

judicii. 
3 In Luther’s version, rafjncia is here, as elsewhere frequently, translated by 

“* Freudigkeit ;” this is not a word derived from ‘‘ Freude” (joy), but the old 
German word ‘‘Freidikeit”’ (from ‘‘freidic, fraidig’’)=haughtiness, boldness, 
confidence (comp. Vilmar’s pastoral-theol. Bldtter, 1861, vols. I. and II. 

p- 110 ff.); in the older editions it is written sometimes ‘‘freydickeyt” 
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day érav gavepwOh ‘Incods Xpictos, ii. 2.8. The preposition 
is not to be interpreted=eis, and éywpev 's not to be taken as 
a future (Ewald: “that we shall have”) the difficulty that 
anything future (behaviour on the judgment-day) should be. 
taken as the evidence of perfect love in the present (reteNed- 
wtac is not to be taken as future complete, but as perfect: 
“has been made perfect,’ or “has become perfect” = “is 
perfected”), is removed if we take it that in év the rappnoia, 
which the believer will have at the judgment-day, and which 
he already has when he thinks of the judgment, is included, 
which could the more easily occur in John, as in his view 
the judgment-day did not le in far-off distance, but was 
already conceived as begun (chap. ii. 18). The future 
mappnoia is to him in his love already present; similarly 
de Wette, Sander, Besser.’ — The following words: 6Tv xkaOas 
... TovT@, serve to establish the foregoing thought. By 
éxetvos we are not to understand, with Augustine, Bede, 
Estius, Lyranus, Castalio, etc., God, but, with most com- 

mentators, Christ, who is also suggested by the idea: 7 7épa 
Ths Kpicews. — The comparison (xaGes) does not refer to evar 
év T® KOgu@ TovTw, so that the sense would be: “as Christ 
is in this world, so are we also in this world,” for (1) Christ 
is no longer in this world (comp. Gospel of John xvii. 11), 
and (2) in the fact that we are in this world lies no reason 
for mappnoia at the day of judgment. By xaOas... Kai it 
is rather the similarity of character that is brought out, as in 
ii. 16, where xa@ws does not refer to the idea of mepuratetv 
in itself, but to the character of the walk, so that it is to be 

(Wittenb. ed. 1525), sometimes freydigkeit (Niirnberg ed. 1524), but in 1537 
(in a Strasburg ed.) ‘‘freudigkeit.” In what sense Luther understood the word 
is clearly seen from a sermon on 1 John iy. 16-21 (see Plochmann's ed. XIX. 383), 
in which he says: ‘‘he means that faith should thus show itself, so that when 
the last day comes, you may have boldness and stand firm.” It is to be observed 

also that such Hebrew and Greek words as contain the idea of joy Luther never 
translates by that word (‘‘boldness”), but by ‘‘joyous,” ‘‘ joy.” 

1 Braune, though he explains correctly the particular thought, denies that 
these two elements are here to be regarded as combined ; but without entering 
into the difficulty which lies in the expression. Ebrard states the meaning of 
the words incorrectly thus: ‘In the fact that the will of God, that we should 
have boldness in the day of judgment, is internally revealed to us, and manifests 
itself as a power (of confidence) in us (even now), the loving relationship of God 
with us is shown to be perfect.” How many elements foreign to the context 

are here introduced ! 
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interpreted: “as the character of Christ is, so is our character 
also ;” in the second clause o¥tws is to be supplied, as in 

1 Cor. viii. 2; Eph. iv. 17; 21. What sort of character is 
- meant must be inferred from the context; it is entirely 
arbitrary to find the similarity in the temptation (Rickli) or 

in the sufferings of Christ (Grotius), or in the fact that Christ 
was in the world but not of it (Sander), for there is no such 
reference in the context. But it is also inadmissible to 
regard as the more particular definition of s«a@#s the 
dixatocuvn (Diisterdieck), or the Sonship of God (Liicke: “as 
Christ is the Son of God, so are we also children of God”), 
for neither do these ideas appear in the context. We are 
rather to go back to 6 pévwv ev TH a@yary, and accordingly to 
refer xa@ws to love (so Lorinus: “reddit nos charitas Christo 

similes et conformes imagini filii Dei;” Bengel, de Wette, 
Ewald, Myrberg, Braune, etc.’), so that the sense is: “if we 
live. in love, then we do not fear the judgment of Christ, 
because then we are like Him, and He therefore cannot 

condemn us.”” The present éoré is to be retained as a present, 
and not to be turned into the preterite (Oecumenius: os 
éxelvos Hv €v TO KOTHW Auwpos Kat KaOapos). Love is the 
eternal nature of Christ, comp. iii. 7: xa@as éxeivos Sixasos 
éotiv. In the concluding words: év T@ Kdcpw TovTo, 
which belong, not to €or, but only to éoper, it is brought out 

that we are still in the earthly world (kocpos ovtos is not 

'The reference of x«é#s to love is the only one demanded by the context, so 
that it is not suitable to regard love only as a single element in the likeness of 
believers to Christ which is here spoken of, as is the case with Liicke, for 
instance. Erdmann lays the chief emphasis not so much on love as on fellow- 
ship with God, which exists in love; but by xaéds... ters it is not a relation- 
ship, but a quality that is indicated. 

® Ebrard in his interpretation arrives at no definite result ; as, on his supposi- 
tion that the centre of the tertii comparationis lies in the words iy ca xéouw 
rovrw, the present ieri is objectionable to him, he would prefer to conjecture 
“€ o§cws’’ instead of teri; but ‘as a faithful attention to the requirements of 

Biblical exegesis would scarcely permit such a conjecture,” he thinks that 
nothing else remains but either to suppose that é7/ (in the sense of a historical 
present) ‘‘is added as an indifferent, colourless word,” or to refer xaéas tx. iariv 
to the fact that Christ even now ‘‘still exists in the wicked world to a certain 
extent, namely, in the Church, which is His body.” Ebrard regards the second 
conjecture as the more correct, and in accordance with it thus states the sense : 
“‘We look forward to the judgment with boldness, for, as He (in His Church) is 

still persecuted by the wicked world (even at the present day), so are we also in 
this world (as lambs among wolves)” (!). Ebrard groundlessly maintains, 
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an ethical idea), whereas Christ has already ascended from it 
into heaven. 

Ver. 18 serves to establish the preceding thought, that 
love has its perfection in rappnaia. — poBos ovK Eotw ev TH 
ayarn] The thought is quite general in its character: “ where 
love is, there is no fear” (Ebrard); ¢o8os is therefore not 
specially the fear of God, and by ayarn we are not to under- 
stand specially love to God, but at the same time this general 
thought is certainly expressed here in reference to the relation- 
ship to God. It is quite erroneous to explain ayd7n here, 
with Calvin, Calovius, Flacius, Spener, etc., as “the love of 

God to us;”* but it is also incorrect, with Liicke and others, 

to understand by it, specially, brotherly love.?——The preposi- 
tion év is not = with (& Mons: ne se trouve avec la charité) ; 
Luther correctly: “Fear is not in love;” ze. it is not an 
element in love, it is something utterly foreign to it, which 
only exists outside it. By the following words: aA 7) 
Tedela ayadrn é€w Barre. tov doBov, the preceding thought 
is confirmed and expanded: love not only has no fear in it, 

but it does not even endure it; where it enters, there must 

fear completely vanish. Beza inadequately paraphrases the 
adjective teAe/a by: sincera, opposita simulationi; it is not 
love in its first beginnings, love which is still feeble, but love 
in its perfection, that completely casts out fear. The reason 
why love does not suffer fear to be along with it is: 6Tv 6 

against the explanation given in the text, ‘‘that with it an o#rws could not be 
omitted, nay, that even this would not suffice, but that it would have to 
read: 07s of05 ixsivos toci, rosoUros xal jusis tower, and that even then the 

passage remains obscure enough ;” and ‘‘that with this acceptation tv +. x +. 
almost appears quite superfluous and foreign.” Against the statement that 
“our confidence in view of the judgment could not possibly be founded on 

our likeness to Christ, but only on the love of God as manifested in Christ,” it 
is a decisive answer that John in other passages as well makes the rajjncia 
dependent upon owr character, comp. ii. 28, iii. 21. 

* Calovius interprets: charitas divina, quae apprehensa per fidem, omnem 
servilem timorem expellit, whereby a reference foreign to the context is plainly 
introduced. 

* For justification of this interpretation Liicke refers to the words: if Baars 
tov Poov, and remarks: ‘‘it cannot be said of the love of God in its perfection, 

that it casts out fear of God, for it has not got any.” But John does not say 
that love casts out fear out of itself; the idea rather is: it drives fear out of the 

heart in which it dwells before it (love) obtains its entrance. If ayéqn and 

9220s ere meant to have different references, the apostle would certainly have 
indicated this. 
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hoBos xoracw eyes. The word Kodracis (besides here, 
only in Matt. xxv. 46; comp. Wisd. xi 14, xvi. 2, 24, 

xix. 4) has always the meaning of “punishinent” (also LXX. 

Ezek. xiv. 3, 4, 7, xviii. 30, xliv. 32, as incorrect translation 

of rivion) ; if we adhere to this meaning, that expression can 
only mean: fear has punishment, in which case that which it 
has to expect is regarded as inherent in it, just as on the 
other hand it could be said: 4 dydarn éyes Cwrv aidviov (this 
being considered as future happiness, as in Matt. xxv. 46) ; 
this idea has nothing against it, for fear, as rooted in unbelief, 

is in itself deserving of punishment, and therein lies the 
reason (674) why perfect love casteth out fear.’ Several 
commentators, however, explain coAaovs by “ pain,” thinking 

that “here causa is put pro effectu” (Ebrard), or, in more 
correspondence with the thought, by “pain of punishment” 
(Besser, Braune, so also previously in this comin.) ; similarly 
Liicke explains xodNaows = “consciousness of punishment.” 
The thought that then results is indeed right in itself, for 
“certainly this having of céAacvs does actually show itself 
in the consciousness or the pain of the expectation of 
punishment” (Briickner) ; but such a change in the meaning 
of the idea xoAaows cannot be grammatically justified. The 
following sentence: 6 5é goBovpevos ov TeTed\clwTas ev TH 
aydrn, which is not connected with the subordinate clause 
dtc 0 poPos x.7.Xr., but with the preceding principal clause, 
does not contain a conclusion from this (6¢ is not=odv), but 
(as Braune also thinks) expresses the same thought in 
negative form (hence the connection by 6é); only with this 
difference, that what was there expressed in an objective way, 
here receives a subjective aspect. It needs no proof that the 
apostle has in view in this verse no other fear than that of 
which Paul says, Rom. viii. 15: od« édaBete wvedpua Sovrelas 
mddw eis $oPor, and therefore not the childlike awe of God 
arising from the consciousness of God’s glory, which forms an 
essential element of love to God.? The conjectures of Grotius, 

1 Tt is unnecessary to take the abstract (6 9260s) for the concrete (6 PoBovuevos), 

as de Wette and Diisterdieck do; de Wette incorrectly interprets tye by 
“‘receives,” and Baumgarten-Crusius by ‘‘keeps, tenet, thinks of... punish- 
ment” (so that the sense is: ‘* Fear knows nothing of mercy, of love”). 

? That the fear which the apostle means has its necessary place also in the 
development of the spiritual life, Augustine strikingly expresses thus: Timor 
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instead of KoAaow: KoAovow (ie. mutilationem; so that the 
sense is: “metus amorem mutilat atque infringit, aut prohibet, 
ne se exserat”), and instead of PoBovpevos: KoNXovopevos (“ qui 
mutilatur aut impeditur in dilectione, is in ea perfectus non 
est”); and that of Lamb. Bos: instead of kodXacw, kwrvow, 

are not merely useless, but even rob the thought of the 
apostle of its peculiar force. 

Ver. 19. 2ets ayar@pev] According to this reading (omit 
avTov), ayarav is here to be taken in the same comprehensive 
way as a@yd7n in ver. 16 (Diisterdieck, Myrberg,’ Ebrard), 
and must not be restricted to “ brotherly love” (Liicke). — 
ayaT@pev, in analogy with ayam@uev in ver. 7, and with 
ope(Nomev, ver. 11, is taken by Hornejus, Grotius, Lorinus, 

Lange, Liicke, de Wette-Briickner, Baumgarten-Crusius, Sander, 

Besser, Diisterdieck, Myrberg, etc., as imperative subjunctive ; 

but it might be more correct to regard this verse, just as 
ver. 17, as an expression of the actual character of true 

Christians, with whom, in ver. 20, by éav zis etry the false 
Christian is contrasted, and therefore to take dyatra@pev, with 
Beza, Soeinus, Spener, Bengel, Ricki, Neander, Ebrard, Hof- 

mann (Schriftbew. II. 2, p. 338), Braune, etc., as indicative, in 
favour of which is also the prefixed mets. — The reason of 

Hues ayaT@pev is stated in 6Te adtos mpaTos Hyarncev Has, 
in which the chief emphasis rests on patos; comp. vv. 9, 10. 

Ver. 20—chap. v. 1. Proof of the necessary co-existence of 
love to God and love to the brethren. The absence of the 
latter is evidence of the absence of the former; where love to 

God is, brotherly love also cannot be wanting. 
Ver. 20. This verse divides itself into two parts, the second 

part confirming the thought of the first. — édv tis ein] The 
same form of thought as in chap. i. 6 ff. — 6rv a@yar@ Tov 
Qcov] dtu is used, as frequently, at the commencement of the 

quasi locum praeparat charitati. Si autem nullus timor, non est qua intret 
charitas. Timor Dei sic vulnerat quomodo medici ferramentum. Timor medi- 
camentum, charitas sanitas. Timor servus est charitatis. Timor est custos et 

paedagogus legis, donec veniat charitas.—The different steps are thus stated by 
3engel: varius hominum status : sine timore et amore ; cum timore sine amore ; 

cum timore et amore ; sine timore cum amore. 

1 Myrberg remarks: totum genus amoris hie proponitur; sed ubi totum 
genus amoris nuncupatur, ibi mens ante omnia fertur ad considerationem 
amoris erga Deum. 
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direct. oration. — Kai tov ddeApov avTod pion] With pion 
corresponds the subsequent 0 my ayata@v, comp. chap. iii. 

14,15. Spener: “not only with actual hatred towards him, 
but even not loving him in perfect truth.” To hate is the 
positive expression for “not to love” (so also Braune).— 
wevatns éotiv] see chap.i. 6. The truth that he who hates 
(or, does not love) his brother, also does not love God, the 
apostle confirms by the contrast between Ov éwpaxe and ov 
ovx é@paxey, in which the visibility of the brother is con- 
trasted with the invisibility of God. The perfect indicates the 
permanent state ; comp. ver. 12, Gospel of Johni.18. Liicke: 
éwpaxévat = “to have before one’s eyes ;” a Lapide: “ vidit et 
assidue videt.” Socinus incorrectly lays a certain emphasis 
on the preterite when he says: quandoquidem satis est ad 
amorem per cognitionem alicujus erga illum excitandum, quod 
quis ipsum aliquando viderit; nec necesse est, ut etiam nunc 
illum videat. The premiss for the conclusion of the apostle 
is, that the visible—as the object directly presented to the 

sight—is more easily loved than the invisible. Even the 
natural man turns with love to the visible, whereas love to 

God, as the Unseen, requires an elevation of the heart of 
which only the saved are capable. Hence brotherly love is 
the easier, love to God is the more difficult. In him who 

rejects the former, the latter has certainly no place. The 
truth that love to God is the condition of Christian brotherly 
love, is not in contradiction with this; for that love, as the 

glorification of natural love, has its necessary basis in the 
natural inclination which we have to our visible brother, who 

is ike us. It is therefore unnecessary to attach any import- 
ance to elements which the apostle here leaves quite untouched, 
as is the case with Calvin (with whom Sander, Ebrard, etc., 

agree) when he says: Apostolus hic pro confesso sumit, Deum 
se nobis in hominibus offerre, qui insculptam gerunt ews 
imaginem; Joannes nil aliud voluit, quam fallacem esse jactan- 
tiam, si quis Deum se amare dicat, et ejus imaginem, quae 

1 Oecumenius: ipsAxverixay yap dpucis ayérry. Hornejus: Sicut omnis cognitio 
nostra communiter a sensu incipit, ita amor quoque, unde facilius et prius 
amatur, quod facilius et promptius cognoscitur. Similarly Luther, Calovius, 
ete. Compare also the statement of Gregory (Homil. XJ. in Evang.): Oculi 
sunt in amore duces; and Philo (ad Decalog.): aurravov ebosBsicbas siv doparoy 
een OFS ar ms rar , 
UeD THY tis TOUS EMMuYEIs HAI EyyUs aczBouYTHY 



446 THE FIRST EPISTLE OF THE APOSTLE JOHN. 

ante oculos est, negligat ;* and with de Wette in his inter- 
pretation: “the brother is the visible empiric object of love ; 
whereas God, the ideal invisible object, can really be loved 
only in him.” By the interrogative: ras dvvatar ayardp 
(comp. chap. li. 17), and by placing the object tov Oceov 
first, the expression gains in vivacity and point. — mds 
dvvatat must not be taken: “ how can he attain to that ?” 
but: “how can we suppose that he loves?” (Baumgarten- 
Crusius). Bengel: sermo modalis: impossibile est, ut talis 
sit amans Dei, in praesenti. 

Ver, 21, Alterum argumentum cur amare proximum (or, 
more correctly: fratrem) debeamus: quia Deus id praecepit 
(Grotius). — xa/] not=and yet (Paulus) ; for this verse does 
not contain an antithesis, but an expansion of the preceding 
thought. — ravtnv tiv évrodny x.7.d.] Lange interprets évTod7} 
here by: “teaching ;” and Grotius paraphrases 0 @yara@v Tov 
Ocov by: qui a Deo pro amante ipsius haberi vult; both false 
and unnecessary; for although brotherly love is the natural 
fruit and activity of love to God, yet at the same time the 
practice of it is the habitual task which he who loves God 
has to perform, as one appointed him by God. It is doubtful 
whether we are to understand by adrod God (Baumgarten- 
Crusius, de Wette, Diisterdieck, ete.) or Christ; that in the 

latter case éxetvov must be read is unfounded ; because Tov 

Ocov follows, the second view seems to be the more correct; 

but as in the context there is no reference here at all to 
Christ, it might be safer to understand by adtod God. — By 
iva referring back to tavrnv, it is here, as frequently after 

verbs of wishing and commanding, not so much the purpose 
as the purport of the commandment (the realization of which 
is certainly the aim and object of the commandment) that is 
stated, which Braune here also incorrectly disputes. 

1 The objection of Ebrard, that ‘‘it isnot easier to love a person who stands 
visibly before me, and has, for instance, injured me, than a person whom I have 
not seen at all,” is overthrown by the fact that the apostle does not here make 
the slightest reference to the conduct of persons standing in visible opposition 
to us, by whom the natural feeling of love towards our equals is destroyed and 
turned into hate. As the apostle is contrasting the elements of visibility and 
invisibility, it is so much the more arbitrary to introduce here a reference to the 
imago Dei, as this is not something visible, but something invisible,—the 

object, not of sight, but of faith. 
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CHAPTER V. 

Ver. 1. Lachm.has bracketed the za/ before riv yevevynuévov, because 
it is wanting in B, some min. Vulg. Hil. etc. Instead of iy 
yeyenwévoy, S reads rd yey. as it runs in ver. 4. — Ver. 2. Instead 
of rypimev, Rec. in AG K 8, etc., Lachm. and Tisch. read: vodiuey, 
according to B, several min. Vule. Syr. Thph. etc. The 
authorities, however, decide in favour of s7paue, even A; In 
which the following words: airy yap . . . e7pausv, are wanting, 
perhaps through a mistake. Still it remains likely that rjpauev 
has been inserted as John’s usual expression (with évrovde) 
instead of order. — Ver. 5. Instead of the Rec. ris zorw (A G, 
al. pl., Vulg. etc., Lachm. Tisch.), is found in B K, several min. 
etc.: ris gorw 62; rig 6 gor; In NS the 42 is inserted, perhaps for 
closer connection of the clauses. — Ver. 6. Instead of aiwaroz, 
aveumaros 18 found in some min. etc.; in AN, some min. ete., is 
found the addition: xai svebwarog; others read: sveduaros xal 

aiwaros, and aiwaros xa? aveduaros 18 also found; svedmaros is 

evidently a later addition. — The Rec. has before Xprorés the 
article 6; it is wanting in A GW& (K: Xprorig "Ijoods) and, 
according to the statement of Tisch. 7, in B; according to 
Tisch. 2, it is found in B (namely, e silentio collatorum); 
Buttmann has retained it, as well as Lachmann and Tisch. 2 ; 
Tisch. 7 has, however, rejected it. — Instead of wévv, B reads 
pov; @ correction right according to the sense.— zai rg 
aiwari] According to A B G, and many others, Syr. Copt. 
(with Lachm. and Tisch.), za 2v 7% aiw. is probably to be 
substituted. Other variations, as zveJwar: instead of aiwari, etc., 
do not call for observation; the reading érs Xpsorés instead of 
ér1 rd avevua need only be mentioned, which, because it is found 
in the Vulgate, is the basis of several old interpretations, 
although it is supported by scarcely any other authorities. — 
Ver. 7. Before rp, has the article oi; but in this it is alone. 
— The words that follow of waprupotvreg in the Rec: gy ra 
odpavd, 6 warnp, 6 Adyos xal vb dysov Tvevma xal ovros 
oi rpets ev cio (Ver. 8) Ka? rpets sic of maprupotyres 

gv rH yn, are rejected by Griesb. Lachm. Tisch. etc., and 
are considered spurious by almost all modern commentators 
(except Sander, Besser, Mayer). — They are wanting in all the 
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(‘reek Codices, except in 173** (of the 16th cent.), 34, and 162; 
in the two latter, however, which also belong only to the 16th 
cent., the words: xai oi rps rid év cio, and the articles : 6, 6, ré, are 
omitted. They are wanting, further, in almost all the versions. 
With regard to the Latin Codices, they are only found in these 
after the 8th cent.; the Codex Amiatinus (circa 541), Harlei- 
anus (of the 7th cent.), and others do not contain them ; the 
Codex Demidovianus has transposed them, thus: quia tres 
sunt qui testimonium dant in terra, spiritus, aqua et sanguis, 
et tres unum sunt. Et tres sunt, qui testimonium dant in 
coelo, pater, verbum, et spiritus.— Of the Greek Fathers 
not a single one mentions them, although reference to them 
would have been very convenient in the Arian controversies ; 
just as little is there any reference to them in most of the older 
Latin Fathers, as Hilary, Lucifer, Ambrose, Faustinus, Jerome, 
Augustine, etc. An allusion to them has incorrectly been 
believed to exist in Tertullian in the passages: c. Praw. 25, and 
de Pudicit, 21; on the other hand, Cyprian (de wnitate ecclesiae) 
seems to refer to them in the words: Dicit Dominus: Ego et 
Pater unum sumus; et iterum de Patre et Filio et Spiritu 
Sancto scriptum est: Et tres unum sunt. The passage in 
Phoebadius (4th cent.), contra Arianos, c. 45, refers rather to 
Tertullian than to John;* and in Eucherius (5th cent.), /id. 
formularum, c. 11, they are only found in interpolated hand- 
writing. They are first certainly quoted by Vigilius (towards 
the end of the 5th cent.) in the books written under the name 
of Idacius, contra Varimadum, by Fulgentius, Cassiodorus (of 
the 6th cent.), and in many later ones since the 9th cent. — 
The peculiar quotation in Cyprian finds its explanation in the 
symbolical interpretation of the words: ri wetua, rd ddwp, and +d 
aiwa of the Trinity, which is also found in the Schol. in 
Matthaei: of rpets 6¢ cirev dpoevnis, Or1 obuBoru radra THs rpiados ; 
and in the Schol.: rouréor: rd tvetuu rb yw nal 6 carnp nai adrds 

iavrov (and on év eiow: rourzors mia Oérns, cig Oss), and which 

Facundus (6th cent.) has rightly recognised when he says, pro 
defens. trium capit. Li. ¢. 3: tres sunt qui testimonium dant 
(in terra?) Spiritus, aqua et sanguis, et hi tres unum sunt 

1The passages in Tertullian run thus: the first: Ceterum de meo sumet, 
inquit, sicut ipse de Patris. Ita connexus Patris in Filio et Filii in Paracleto, 
tres efficit cohaerentes alterum ex altero: qui tres unum sunt, non unus, 
quomodo dictum est. Ego et Pater unum sumus, ad substantiae unitatem, non 

ad numeri singularitatem ; the second: Et ecclesia proprie et principaliter ipse 
est Spiritus, in quo est trinitas unius divinitatis, Pater et Filius et Spiritus 
Sanctus. The passage in Phoebadius: Sie alius a Filio Spiritus, sicut alius a 
Patre Filius. Sic tertia in Spiritu, ut in Filio secunda Persona: unus tamen 

Deus omnia, quia tres unum sunt. 
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. . . quod Joannis apostoli testimonium Cyprianus .. . 
de Patre, Filio et Spiritu s. intelligit.’ — As at first the three 
persons of the Trinity were substituted for the former words, as 
was the case with Cyprian, the idea arose afterwards that they 
were named by the apostle im addition to them, and some 
Fathers then quoted the passage as it had taken shape in 
accordance with this idea. — The weight of the evidence 
against the genuineness of the disputed words is so strong, that 
it is opposed to the fundamental principles of a sound and 
unprejudiced criticism to regard them as genuine. —In the 
16th cent. the words are found in most of the Latin transla- 
tions, as well as in some of the German translations which were 
made in accordance with the Vulgate. With regard to the 
editions of the Greek text, the Complutensian (1504-1514), 
following the Vulgate, accepted them; on the other hand, 
Erasmus in his earliest editions rejected them, as well as Aldus 
Manutius in the Venetian edition (1518) ; in his translation of 
1521 and in the 3d edition of 1522, Erasmus, however, accepted 
them, adducing Cod. 34; Stephanus and Beza did the same ; 
“the Ree. sanctioned the claim of this reading” (Braune). Luther 
wever admitted them into his translation.” They are first found 
in the translations which appeared in Switzerland without 
Luther’s name ; thus in the Ziérich edition of Froschover 1529; 
the edition of 1531 also has them, but with the omission of 
“in earth,’ and in small print ; in that of 1533 they are printed 
in ordinary letters, whilst they are bracketed in later editions 
of 1540, 1545, 1549.2 The Basel edition of Bryllinger, 1552, has 
them without brackets; the Ziivich edition of Gessner, 1555, on 
the other hand, has them bracketed—With regard to the editions 
published in Frankfurt on the Main, these words, according to 
the usual statement, are first found in the edition of 1593 ; this, 
however, is incorrect, for they previously occur in the quarto 
edition of 1582, though they are wanting in the octavoof Feyera- 
bendt, 1582 Among the editions printed in Wittenberg, the 

1 Ebrard, indeed, also holds these words to be spurious, but thinks it probable - 
that they existed in the MSS. which were available to Cyprian ; this, however, 
is the less to be inferred from the fact that Vigilius had the passage in his N.T., 
since he quotes it in a corrupt sense. 

* It is strange that the words are found explained in Luther’s second Com- 
mentary on the Epistle (Walch) without the slightest reference to their 
spuriousness, whilst in Luther’s first Commentary they are distinctly specified 
as spurious. This is no doubt explained by the fact that he based his second 
edition on the later text of Erasmus. 

3 According to Rickli, these brackets were first omitted in 1597; Ebrard, on 
the other hand, says that they were already omitted in the edition of 1561 which 
was in his possession. 

* For these and the following notices I have to thank my friend Dr. Klose of 

MeryeEr.—1 Joun, 2F 
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quarto edition of Zach. Lehmann, 1596, is probably the first that 
admitted the words; but again they are wanting in many later 
editions ; the last which does not contain them is the quarto of 
1620, which was published by Zach. Schiirer at Joh. Richteris. 
—In the 17th cent. their genuineness was defended — cer- 
tainly on insufficient and false grounds. After Richard Simon 
had declared himself against them, they were opposed in the 
18th cent., especially by Thomas Emlyn (1715), Clarke (1738), 
Wetstein, Michaelis, Semler, Hezel, Griesbach, Matthaei. 
Bengel, on the contrary, defended them, but with the arbitrary 
assumption that the text originally ran: “ drs rpe7s eiow of wuprup- 
odvres ev 57 vn rb weve x.7.A. ig rd eveiow. Ver. 8. nai rpers ciow of 
juoiprupouvres ey ho papangit® TATIp, 6 Adyos nal Td dyiov TrvetWa nal 

ouror of rpeis ev eiow.” Compare especially: Bengel, Apparat. 
ertticus; Griesbach, diatribe in loc. 1 Johann. v. 7, 8, as ap- 
pendix of the 2d part of his edition; Semler in his hist. 
u. krit. Sammlungen tiber die sog. Beweissteilen in d. Dogm. 
Sé. I.; Rickli in his notes on this passage; Knittel, Neue 
Kritiken tiber 1 Joh. v.'7, 8. — Ver. 9. Instead of 7, accord- 
ing to G K, etc, Thph. Oecum., A B 8, etc., Vulg. etc., 
Cyr. read ér, which is recommended by Griesbach and ac- 
cepted by Lachm. and Tisch.; 7» seems to have arisen from 
ver. 10; Reiche, however, holds 7» to be the original. — Ver. 10. 
exer tiv waprupiay| Rec. according to B G K 8, very many min. 
and vss. Thph. etc. (Tisch.) ; Lachm. (following A, Vulg.) adds 
ro ©¢o¥, which, however, seems to be an explanatory gloss. 
— Instead of éaurd, Tisch. reads: air, following A G K; only 
aclerical variation. rw O:, Rec. after BG Kx, Syr. etc., Thph. 
(Tisch.), Against this A and the Vulg. have rg vig (Lachm.). 
This reading has arisen from the idea that this negative sentence 
must exactly correspond to the preceding: 6 wisreday eis riv vil 
rov Ocov. — Ver. 13. The Rec. runs: iui rors xiorebovow cig rd bvoma 
roU viod Tov Ocod, iva eidyre brs Curvy eyere aivwov nal iva mioreinre 

cig 7b bvoma Tov viod rou @cot. In A B¥, etc., Vulg. Copt. Theb. 

etc., Cassiod. Bede, the addition: ro% sisredovow . . . rod cod, is 

wanting after iui; instead of the concluding zai iva x+7.2., the 

Hamburg, who has personally examined these editions in the Hamburg Library. 
According to Panzer (Hist. d. Bibeliibers. p. 492 ff.) and Ménckeberg (Beitr. 
a, Feststellung, etc., p. 152), the words are said to occur as early as in the 

Frankfurt edition of 1574, edited by Reffeler (published by John Feyerabendt) ; 
but this statement is incorrect. According to a written communication from 
Professor Dr. Keil, who has compared the edition in the Leipzig University 
Library, the passage referred to runs: ‘‘ And it is the Spirit that bears witness 
that the Spirit is truth. For there are three that bear record on earth, the 
Spirit and the water and the blood, and these three are one. If we receive the 
witness of men,” etc, The folio edition of Weyg. Hanen, 1574, also does not 
contain the words, 
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reading in A, ete., almost all the vss. Cassiod. Bede is: of zo- 
aie eig rd ov. x.7.2.3 In B, however, ro7g qisredovsw; so also N*; 
in N', however: of vioredovres. — Griesb. Scholz, Lachm. Tisch. 
have accepted the reading as it is in A, Buttmann as it is in 
B, Even if the common | reading i is to be justified according to 
the sense (de Wette, Sander, Reiche), yet its correctness does 
not therefore follow, as it has too little support from external 
authorities, and as iva soreiqre seems to owe its origin to the 
passage, Gospel of John xx. 31. The reading of B might, how- 
ever, be preferable to the reading of A, since “the former is not 
only the more difficult, but by it the origin of the Rec. can be 
more easily explained ; so also Briickner; Braune prefers the 
reading of A, “as difficilior,’ but the addition is more easily 
connected with exer than with the preceding iuiv.—It is 
doubtful whether «soy had its original position before or after 
exere; the former is attested by GK 8, several min. Thph. 
Oec.; the latter by A B, etc, Vule. ete, (Lachm. Tisch.). — 
Ver. 14. Instead of ér: é¢v 1, Lachm., following A, reads: 6, x1 dv, 
which, however, has too little support. — Ver. 15. Lachmann’s 
reading: za? é&, instead of xa? éay, has too little evidence in B. 
A omits entirely the words: zai... quév; soalso N*; NS reads: 
nal sev Owucy x.7.A.—6 a] Rec. according to A K, etc., Oec. 
(Lachm.); instead of which BG 8, and many others, Thph., 
have 6 éé (Tisch.). The reading in 8*: ér édy Zywuev, is merely 
a mistake. — Instead of zap’ adrod (A G K and several others), 
Bw read dx’ airod (Lachm. Tisch.).— Ver. 16. Instead of 7y, 
Ree. according to A BG K 8, etc., Clem. Thph. Oec., Lach- 
mann has accepted the reading /d7, presented only by the Vule. 
and Latin Fathers. &* has airjoss xai dwcerg instead of the 
third person. — Ver. 18. Instead of é2’, Tisch. and Buttm., fol- 
lowing B, read aad The reading airéy in A* B, instead of 
zauréy, is only a clerical variation of the word. — Ver. 20. za 
ofdaaey] Ree. according to A, several min. etc. (Lachm. Buttm.); 
K 8, ete. (according to Tisch., also B; contrary to which 
Buttm. states that za/ of. is found in B) have: ofdamey 62 (Tisch.) ; 
G reads merely o/daev.— Tisch. 7, following A B* Gx, etc., 
reads yiwwoxouey, whilst. the fec., according to BY K, ete., is 
yuacxauey (Tisch. 2, Lachm. Buttm,); the latter is probably a 
correction. — To riv dandwiv, A, several min. vss. and Fathers 
add: @eév, which, though approved of by Liicke, de Wette, 
Reiche, is with justice not accepted by Lachm. and Tisch., since 
it may easily be recognised to be an interpolation. %* has +i 
arnd.; S' however, rév.—% Cw4 aisvos| According to A B x, 
many min. etc., the article 4, which is only supported by a few 
min., is, with Lachm. and Tisch., to be deleted, inasmuch as it is 
either Z7 atwwos, or 4 Ca 4 aiwwos, or 4 aivimog Can (John xvii. 3), 
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that always appears in John, but never 4 (wy aiwvog. The 
grounds which Frommann (p. 91 ff.) adduces for the retention of 
the article are not adequate. — Ver. 21. Instead of taurod: (Ree. 
according to A K, ete., Tisch.), B G S* (8!: éaurods) read éaura 
(Lachm.); this is probably a correction with reference to rexvia. 

Ver. 1 shows that the believer, as born of God, necessarily 

loves his brother. The two elements of the Christian lite, 

faith and love, are represented in their real unity. — ds o 
miatevav OTL Incovs éctiv 6 Xpiotos] refers back to 
chap. iv. 15 ; comp. ii. 22, iv. 2; instead of o Xpuatos, the 
apostle in ver. 5 puts: 0 vios Tod Ocod; comp. iii. 23, from 
which, however, it does not follow that 6 Xpiaros and 6 vids 
Tov Oeov are to the apostle exactly identical ideas, but cer- 
tainly that he only is Christ to him, who is also Son of God. 
That John says here 6 Xpuotos, is occasioned by the anti- 
thesis to the false teachers; comp. on this Weiss, p. 155 ff. 
Grotius erroneously explains: qui credere se ostendit: it is not 
the manifestation of faith, but faith itself, that is the subject. 
—— €« ToU Qeod yeyévyntac] for faith is not a human, but a divine 
work in us.’ / This first sentence forms the premiss from 
which the apostle draws his conclusion. He does not specially 

emphasize the self-evident intermediate thought: was o 
yeyevunévos ex Tod Ocod ayaa Tov Ocov, but presupposing 
it,” he says: Kal was 6 dyaw@y Tov yevynoarta, ayaTa 
Kal Tov yeyevynpévov €&€ avdTtod] o yeyevy. €& avTov is not 
“Christ” (Augustine, Hilarius, a Lapide, etc.), but “the be- 
liever ;” Calvin correctly: Sub numero singulari omnes fideles 
Ap. designat. Est autem argumentum ex communi naturae 
ordine sumptum. By the last thought Calvin rightly indicates 

why the apostle here says “Tov yevyjocavta” instead of 
tov Ocov, and “ Tov yeyevynpuévov €£ avTod” instead of Tov 

'The relationship between being born of God and faith is not to be ex- 
pressed thus, that first the latter and then the former follows ; but neither is 

it first the former and then the latter, but being born of God happens in this 
way, that God works faith in man; “‘the new birth is,” as it runs in the 
Mecklenburg Catechism, ‘‘the working and gift of faith.” The siorsd:u, 

which begins with the gift of riczis, is therefore the result, and hence also the 
token, of being born of God, as the roiv ray dixasordyny (chap. ii. 29) and the 

ayardy (chap. iii. 7). 

* That this thought is presupposed by John, which Ebrard and Braune 
erroneously deny, is proved by the fact that John does not say here: é ix rod 
Osed ysyevvnutves, but instead of it: 6 dyaray oly yswieurre, 
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aderdov.— ayaTa is not subjunctive “let him love,” but 
indicative: “he loves;” John is here expressing not an ex- 
hortation, but a fact. 

Ver. 2 states how love to the “children of God” is to be 
recognised. The sign of it is: 6Tav Tov Ocdv dyaTapev 
Kal TAS EVTOAAS AVTOD THPOpEDY (Tolmpev). The difficulty, 
that whereas elsewhere the keeping of the commandments or 
brotherly love is mentioned as the evidence of love to God (or 
of knowing God), comp. i. 3, iv. 20, 21, here the converse 
relationship is represented, so that, as de Wette says, “the 
apostle here makes the cause (love to God) the token of the 
effect (love to the brethren),” cannot be solved by the arbitrary 
assumption of an attraction, which Oecumenius supposes when 
he interprets: Setypa tis ets Ocov ayarns Ti eis TOV adeXdov 
ayarnv tiWeTrar, and which Grotius distinctly expresses when 
he paraphrases: €v Tovt@ ywo@oKopev OTe TOY Ocdv ayaTe peD, 
OTay ayaTapev TA TEKVA AVTOD Kal Tas EvTOAAS AUTOD THPHpEV; 
nor even with de Wette by the view “that tas évtoNas adtod 
Tnp@pev is the principal clause, and tov Ocov ayarapev only 
the anticipated confirmation of it, so that the one result of 
love to God is put for a token of the other;” but the explana- 
tion lies in this, that these two elements, “love to God” and 

“love to the brethren as children of God,” in reality mutually 
prove one another.’ By the addition of the words: «al tas 

evTOAaS avVTOD Tnp@pev, it is brought out that love to God 
necessarily shows itself in the obedient keeping of His com- 

mandments. This obedience, rooted in love to God, is equally 
with the former the token of true brotherly love, because the 

commandments of God include the duties which we owe to 
the brethren. He therefore who regards it as incumbent on 
him to fulfil God’s commandments, possesses therein the evi- 
dence that he loves his brethren, the téxva tod Oeod, that his 

love to them is not mere appearance, but reality; similarly 
Liicke, Sander, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, Diisterdieck, 

Braune, interpret ; Calvin, on the other hand, gives the thought 
an erroneous direction when he says: “nunc docet, recte et 

1 He who loves God has therein an evidence that he loves the brethren also— 
aS rixve sod @zov, because brotherly love is the necessary result of love to God ; 
but it is also quite as true that he who loves the brethren has therein an evi- 
dence of love to God, because the latter is the necessary cause of the former. 
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ordine amari homines, quum Deus priores obtinet; vult sic 

mutuam coli inter nos caritatem, ut Deus praeferatur.” — It is 
further to be observed that the first a@ya7rdwev is neither sub- 

junctive nor used instead of the future (Carpzov, Lange), but is 
simple indicative; and that éray is not = quamdiu (Carpzov, 
Lange), but conditional particle, as éav, chap. ii. 3. 

Ver. 3 refers to the last two ideas, which were simply 

mentioned co-ordinatively, and expresses their unity: avry 
yap €or » ayarn TOV Ocod] avrn is explained by the following 

iva. — éotlv is to be kept in its proper meaning, though tva 
follows; the paraphrase: “it brings this with it, it includes 
the endeavour” (de Wette), weakens the thought; ta states 
the import of the adydqn rt. Ocod, to the realization of which it 

is directed. Quite incorrectly Grotius takes 7) dyadmn metony- 

mically for: ostensio dilectionis.—«al at évtodal avTod 
Bapeiat ov« ciclv is connected with the preceding as a new 
idea; Papetar =“ heavy, as an oppressive burden ;”* comp. 
Luke xi. 46: goptia CucBdortaxra,and Matt. xi. 30: dopttov 
éxagpov. It is grammatically incorrect to explain Bapetac: 
“difficult to fulfil” (Ebrard). The idea is, indeed, expressed 

absolutely, but from the confirmation that follows in ver. 4 it 
is evident that the apostle meant it in special reference to 
those who are born of God. 

Ver. 4. Confirmation of the preceding thought. — day To 
yeyevvnévov éx tod Ocod] The neuter is used here as in 
Gospel of John iii. 6, vi. 37, xvii. 2; it serves “to bring out 
the general category ;” see Meyer on John iii. 6 ; comp. Winer, 
p. 160; according to the sense =avtes of x.7.0.; it is not 

the disposition, but persons that are meant. Quite erroneous 
is the remark of Baumgarten-Crusius: “the yeyevy. éx tT. O. 

has here only an eaternal signification: whatever has the position 
of God’s children.” — vind tov Kocpor] for: peiSav éotiv o év 
avtois, i) 0 €v TO Koop, chap. iv. 4. —v«d is the simple pre- 

1 Spener: ‘‘ We are to understand the heaviness of a burden that is so oppres- 
sive that one cannot bear it, that is, painful.” Calovius : ‘‘ dicit ea non esse gravia, 

quia non aggravant, aut instar molis onerosae praemunt renatum.” ‘The com- 
mandments of God, as the demands of His love on man who is made after His 
own image, cannot be grievous to the latter ; if, however, they are so, that is 

because man has departed from his original relationship to God ; to the believer 
they are not grievous, because as the child of God he has gone back to the 
original relationship of love to God. , 
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sent; in the conflict between the xéoyos and him who is born of 
God, the latter is constantly gaining the victory. Baumgarten- 
Crusius unsatisfactorily explains wxav by “to keep oneself 
innocent ;” this does not exhaust the idea of victory ; that is not 
obtained when we take our stand against the enemy, but only 
when the enemy is overcome. The completion of the victory in 
its full sense certainly only takes place with the second coming 

of Christ. — Rickli and de Wette explain coopos by “love of 
the world and of self;” better Liicke, Calvin, Sander, Diister- 

dieck, Briickner, etc.: “all that strives against the will cf 
God within and without man;” but even this is too abstract. 
It is the kingdom of the wicked one which, under its prince 
the devil, striving against the kingdom of God, seeks to tempt 
the believer to unbelief and disobedience to the divine com- 
mands.— As the apostle wants to show how he that is born , 

of God overcomes the world, he continues: cai atrtyn éotiv | 

9 ViKN 1) ViKHoTAaGA TOV KOTMOY 4 TicTLS Huov. The 
pronoun avtn refers to 7 miotis uv, which in its import is 

no other than the wots, 6tt Incods éotiv o vids tod Ocod, 
ver. 5. The expression is peculiar, inasmuch as faith is 
described as the vi«n itself, and the wxdy is ascribed to it. 
Lorinus rightly remarks: victoria proprie non vincit, sed 
comparatur pugnando, sed energiam continet ea formula, 
denotans in quo sita sit vincendi ratio, unde victoria parta.’ 

The aorist wxjocaca is not to be turned into the present (a 
Lapide, Lorinus, Grotius, etc.); even though the victory is a 
continuous one, in which every believer is constantly taking 
part, the aorist nevertheless indicates that faith from the 
beginning overcame the world. The explanation of Baum- 

garten-Crusius: “it is already victory won that ye have 
become believers” (similarly Neander), is incorrect; it is not 
here intended to commend faith as the result of a fight, but 
as that which fights, and which has won the victory; hence 
the active 7) vexjcaca (so also Braune). 

Ver. 5. Confirmation of the preceding thought by an 
appeal to the experience of the readers (Liicke). — tis éorw 6 
vikav «.7.r.] The same form of speech as in chap. ii. 22. 
The thought is: “Credens omnis et solus vincit” (Bengel). 

1 Ebrard opposes this explanation with the arbitrary statement that 4 wx ‘is 
the action which conquers the world” (!). 
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With ore “Inaots éotiv x«.7.. comp. ver. 1, chap. ii. 22, iii. 
23.— The believer is victorious because he is born of God; 

vy. 1 and 4 (Diisterdieck). 
Vv. 6-12. That Jesus is the Son of God, is confirmed by 

divine testimony. 

Ver. 6. In order to arrive at an understanding of this 
verse we must first of all look at the expression: épyeo@ar dv 
vdaTos Kai aivatos. The question, what is to be understood 
by véwp and aiwa, has been answered in very different ways. 

The explanations worthy of notice are these:—1. That the 
apostle means thereby the blood and water which flowed from 
Christ’s side on the cross, John xix. 34; this explanation is 
found in Augustine, Vatablus, and many of the old commen- 
tators; but some of them consider that the apostle here 
mentions this water and blood as the proof of the actual 
occurrence of the death of Christ, others that he uses them as 

symbols of baptism and the Lord’s Supper. 2. That by ddwp 
and aiva are to be understood the sacraments appointed by 
Christ ; this is the explanation of Wolf (who, however, under- 

stands an allusion to the incident recorded in John xix. 34), 

S. Schmid, Carpzovius, Baur, Sander, Besser, and others.’ 

3. That by téwp John means the baptism of Christ by John 
the Baptist, and by aiwa the atoning death which He suffered. 
This is the explanation of Tertullian, Theophylact, Cappellus, 
Heumann, Semler, Storr, Lange, Baumgarten-Crusius, Hilgen- 
teld, Neander, Ewald,’ Briickner, Liicke (3d ed. Introd. p. 160 ; 

1To this class belongs also Luther’s interpretation (in the 1st ed. of Walch), 

which, however, differs in this, that according to it water and blood together con- 

stitute the sacrament of baptism ; he says: ‘‘ Most commentators consider both 
sacraments . . .; I do not object, indeed, to this explanation, but I understand 

the phrase of baptism merely. .. . Christ comes not by water only, but by 
water which is mixed with blood, that is, by baptism, which is coloured with 

blood.” So also in the interpretation of the following verse: ‘‘If you are 
baptized with water, the blood of Christ is sprinkled by the Word. If you are 
baptized in blood, you are at the same time washed by the Holy Spirit through 

the Word.” In his 2d ed., on the other hand, Luther understands water and 

blood, with reference to John xix. 34, of the two sacraments: ‘‘ This brief 

summary has been kept in the Chureh, that out of the side of Jesus the two 
sacraments flowed.” 

* Ewald understands by them, however, not merely the baptism and the 
death, but by #3wp the baptism ‘‘ with everything special which besides occurred 
in His case,” and by elwe ‘the bloody death on the cross with everything still 

more wonderful that was connected with é.” 
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comp. Dertheau’s note on this passage, p. 381), Erdmann, 
Myrberg, Weiss, Braune, etc. Not a few commentators, how- 

ever, divide the explanation, understanding déwp of the baptism 
appointed by Christ, and aiva of His own death; so Hornejus, 
Knapp, Liicke (in the comm. on this passage; also in the 3d 
ed., Introd. p. 110; differently, Introd. p. 160), de Wette, 
Rickli, Gerlach, Frommann (p. 596), Diisterdieck, etc.! — By 
many commentators (as Bede, a Lapide, Russmeyer, Spener, 
Bengel, etc.) different interpretations are connected together 
in one or the other of these ways.” 

To these interpretations may be added others, the arbitrari- 
ness of which is evident at the first glance. To this class the 
following belong :—1. That by idap and aiz« John denotes the 
two elements of the physical life of Jesus; this is the view of 
Schulthess. Wetstein adds even the following sy<3za, and says 
that the apostle wants to prove that Christ was a verus homo, 
who was formed ex spiritu, sanguine et aqua sive humore.® 
2. That by both words, or at least by Jéwp, the ethical nature of 
Christ is indicated; thus Grotius interprets 6, déaros = per 
vitam purissimam, quae per aquam significari solet. Socinus 
understands by Uédwp: ipsa doctrina pura cum vitae puritate 
conjuncta. 93. That in véwp and aize it is not so much the 
baptism and death of Christ themselves that are to be thought 

1 To this class Ebrard also belongs, but he differs from the other commentators 
in this respect, that he understands by #3» Christian baptism indeed, but ‘‘ not 
the entire sacrament of baptism (consisting of symbol and thing signified), but 
only the symbol in the sacrament ;” hence only that side of Christian baptism 
in which it is identical with the baptism of John. Clearly an unjustifiable 
division of the sacrament! The same view is no doubt that of Hofmann, who 
says (Schriftbew. II. 1, p. 76): ‘‘ aie is, in contrast with v3wp, the blood shed by 
Jesus for the remission of sins, differing from the water of baptism, which John 

also performed ;” then on p. 470 he asserts that gdp is not the baptism which 
Jesus received, but that which He introduced—hence it denotes that which Jesus 

had in common with the Baptist ; and in II. 2, p. 221, he describes ¥3wp precisely 
as ‘‘the baptism with water originated by John.” But how strange it is to say, 
nevertheless, that the baptism which Jesus introduced is the baptism of water 
originated by John! 

2 Bengel: Aqua dicit baptismum, quem primum administravit Johannes ; 
ideo in aqua baptizare missus, ut Jesus manifestaretur tanquam Filius Dei. 
Porro baptismus etiam per discipulos Jesu administratus est. Sanguis est 
utique sanguis—Jesu Christi, qui effusus in passione, in coena dominica bibitur. 
Tertullian says: Venerat per aquam et sanguinem, sicut Joh. scripsit, ut aqua 
tingeretur, sanguine glorificaretur. Proinde ut nos aqua faceret vocatos, 
sanguine electos, hos duos baptismos de vulnere perfossi lateris emisit. 

® Similarly Paulus in zeference to ziza; ¢dvp he understands of the baptism 
of John. 
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of, as rather the testimonies that were given in connection with 
them ; in déwp the testimony of the divine voice in the baptism 
(Wahl); in aize« either the testimony of the good centurion 
(Stroth), or the events that followed the death of Jesus, namely 
His resurrection and ascension (Wahl, Ziegler, Lange), or even 
the testimony of God in John xii. 28 (Oecumenius).! 4. That 
in these two expressions we are to consider the operations 
brought into exercise by Christ; in Udwp, regeneratio et fides 
(Clemens Al.), or purgatio (Cameron); in ajz«, cognitio (Clemens 
Al.), or expiatio (Cameron), or redemptio (Bullinger). To this 
class belongs also Calvin’s explanation: ego existimo Joannem 
hic fructum et effectum exprimere ejus rei, quam in historia 
evangelica narrat. Christi latus sanguinis et aquae fons erat, 
ut scirent fideles, veram munditiem (cujus figurae erant veteres 
baptismi) in eo sibi constare: ut scirent etiam completum, quod 
omnes sanguinis aspersiones olim promiserant. 5. That those 
expressions and svejw« are descriptive of the threefold redemp- 
tive office of Christ: that téwp (=coelestis doctrini; Bullinger) 
represents Him as prophet, aiza as priest, and sviua as king. 
Here may be added the strange explanation of Uéwp as the tears 
which Jesus shed on various occasions, and of ajw« as the blood 
which He shed at His circumcision. Again, some of the old 
commentators understood by aia the blood of the martyrs. 

It is at all events incorrect to permit ourselves, in the 
interpretation of tdwp and aiua, to be led by the question as 
to the nature of their testimony (Sander: “It must be main- 
tained as the chief difficulty in the passage before us, what 
are the three witnesses on earth”), for that is not the subject 
in this verse, in which the avetua only is mentioned as bear- 
ing witness.” By the words: odtos éotw x.7.X., the apostle 
simply states who Jesus the Son of God is.— With regard 
to the expression: 6 é\@@v 6: «.7.X., most commentators 

' Oecumenius: 0 rod Udares, rourtoriy, tv ch Os Paros Bawricuars ikepavdn vids 

O00 6 Inoods dice ris Tov rarpis muprupins* dice 02 Tov aimaros’ dri miAAwY oravpovcbas 

tacys, Sokacov ws od werep, nal tvixdn n Qovn, xal Dekara, nal waas dokdow" due dt rod 

aveimuros, OT ws Osds aveorn tx vexpuv, 

2 This is usually too little noticed by commentators. Even Liicke—who 
remarks on the following words: xa} +é v:dua x.7.a., that ‘it was not said of 
the water and blood that they bear witness,” and then ‘‘it is only through 
the xvsdue that both of them, which in themselves give no testimony, likewise 

become witnesses ”—has in his discussion of the meaning of ip and aize all 
along regarded them as ‘‘ witnesses” for the Messiahship of Jesus. Briickner 
also, in his interpretation of the ideas #3p and aiua, has all along included the 

element of testimony, whereby the clearness of his statement is only too much 
diminished, 
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interpret as if it were: “ odros pyeras,” or: “ ovTos éotu 
épyomevos.” Others, it is true, have not overlooked the 
aorist, but they interpret it as if it expressed something 
present; thus Sander = “has come and comes,” against which 
Bengel rightly says: non dicit: o épyouevos in Praesenti, sed 
o é\@e@v Aoristo tempore, Praeteriti vim habenti. It is true, 
it is further correct when, in opposition to de Wette, who 
takes é\@év as synonymous with €AnAv@es, chap. iv. 2, 
Briickner objects that by the aorist as a purely historic tense 
nothing continuous or permanent is expressed; but even then 
the expression does not obtain complete justice. It is to be 
observed that John did not write “Oe,” or “ éotiv éXOov,” 

but éoriv o éXwv. By the participle with the definite 
article, it is not a verbal, but a nominal, and, if it is not in 

apposition to a preceding substantive (as in John i. 18, 29, 
i. 13, vi, 44, and passim), a substantive idea that is ex- 
pressed; comp. John i. 15, 33, iii. 31, 36, and many other 

passages. It therefore does not mean “this came,” or “this 
is one who came,” but “this is he that came ;” by this pre- 
dicate it is not merely stated what the subject which is here 
spoken of (namely, odros) has done, but the subject is thereby 
characterized as the particular person to whom this predicate 
is suitable as a specific characteristic; according to the 
analogy of John i. 33 (obrés éotw 0 Barrifov év mvevpars 
ayi@), iii. 13 (6 ék Tod ovpavod xataBds), and other passages, 
the expression therefore serves to state something character- 
istic of the Messianic office of Christ. If this is taken into 
consideration, the incorrectness of Augustine’s interpretation 

(see above) follows; for even if the flowing of the blood and 
water from the side of Jesus was intended by John not so 
much as a proof of the actual occurrence of Christ’s death 
(Liicke), but as a wonder proving the Messiahship of Jesus 
(Meyer on John xix. 34), yet this would be only a very 
subordinate proof, which by no means states a characteristic 
sign of the Messiah as such. — In the life of Jesus there are 
two points which correspond with the expressions déwp and 
aiva, namely, His baptism at the beginning of His Messianic 
work, and His bloody death at the end of it; by His baptism 
Jesus entered on His mediatorial work; it formed the 

initiatio (Erdmann, Myrberg) of it, but this did not take 
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place only by means of what happened at the baptism, but 
by the act of baptism itself; by His death he effected the 
atonement itself, inasmuch as by His blood he blotted out 
the guilt of the sinful world, for ywpis aiwatexyvotas ov 
yiverar abeois (Heb. ix. 22). John may with justice there- 
fore describe Christ as the Mediator by calling Him the one 
who came 6’ datos kal aipatos.' Against the view that 
vdwp and aia are to be understood of the sacraments insti- 
tuted by Christ, is not only the circumstance that these are 
only the means for the appropriation of the atonement effected 
by Him, whereas the subject here is the accomplishment of the 
atonement itsel/, but also the use of the aorist «A@wyv, instead 

of which, in that case, the present would have to be used, 

and also the expression aia, which by itself alone never in 
the N. T. signifies the Lord’s Supper; even in 1 Cor, xii. 13 
ézotic@ncay is not an allusion to the Lord’s Supper, but to 
the communication of the Spirit in baptism. In opposition 
to the idea that aia indeed signifies the death which Christ 
suffered, but that téwp does not denote the baptism which 
He received, but the baptism which He instituted, are— 
(1) that the close connection of the two words (without repe- 
tition of dua before aiwatos) is only suitable if the ideas 
correspond with one another, which is not the case if by 6&0 
voatos we understand an institution of Christ, but by atwatos, 

on the other hand, the blood shed by Christ ;? (2) that the 
simple expression védwp is little suited for a description of 
Christian baptism ;* (3) that as the institution of baptism 

1 That ‘‘ Jesus in both cases proved His obedience to His Father's will, and 
that His obedience proved Him to be the Son of God, the holy and innocent 
One” (Braune), are ideas which John here in no way suggests. 

* This inconsistency is only apparently removed by Diisterdieck’s observation 
that ‘‘John regards the blood of the Lord shed at His death as something 
which has a substantial existence ;” for even if this be correct, yet there remains 

the difference that the water of Christian baptism is something at present ex- 
isting, but the blood which Christ shed is only regarded as such by John. It 
is no better with the interpretation of Hofmann, who at one time describes 
aiuz as ‘*the blood of Christ shed for remission,” and at another time as ‘‘ the 

sprinkling of blood which Christ bestows.” 
3 Jt is indeed just this very fact that distinguishes Christian baptism from 

that of John, that the former in its nature is not wp as the latter is, as John 

the Baptist himself, marking his difference from Christ, said: tye Barrifw ty 

years (John i. 26), whereas Jesus was described by him as ¢ Barriluy iv rvedwars 

éyiw (John i. 33), 
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took place after the death of Christ, and necessarily pre- 
supposes it, John, if he had understood by téwp Christian 
baptism, would certainly have put dédaros, not before, but after 
aiwatos. Hilgenfeld and Neander have rightly shown that 
if épyecOar bv’ aiwartos signifies something pertaining to the 
Messiah personally, the same must be the case with épyeo@ac 
8’ vdatos. The connection must be the same in both 
expressions. If by aiua is meant the death which Christ 
underwent, then by tdwp can therefore only be meant the 
baptism which He lkewise underwent. 

The objection of Knapp (with whom Liicke and Sander 
agree), that éAday 6” Uéarog in this sense is much more appropri- 
ately said of John the Baptist than of Christ, is untenable, for 
that expression may at least just as well be used of him who 
allowed himself to be baptized as of him who baptized ; 
Erdmann: sane id non alius momenti, ac si quis objiceret, 
cpyeodas 6” aiwaros non posse dici de Christi sanguine et morte, 
sed potius de lis, qui cruentam mortem ei paraverint. There is 
just as little in the objection of Liicke, that Christ allowed 
Himself to be baptized, not in order to purify Himself, but to 
fultil all righteousness; since two ideas are here placed in 
antagonism to one another, which are by no means mutually 
exclusive, as Jesus underwent the baptism of purification just 
for the very purpose of fulfilling all nghteousness. 

With regard to the expression éA@wv did, dua is not to be 
separated from éA@ov, so that o éA@év in itself would denote 

“the Saviour who came,” and 6 «.7.X. would state “in what 

way Jesus is the Saviour who came” (Hofmann in the 
Schriftbew. 2d ed. p. 469); for that Christ is called 0 épyopevos 
(Matt. xi. 4; Luke vii. 19, 20) does not confirm, but contra- 

dicts this interpretation ; besides, John does not here want to 
bring out how Jesus is the Messiah, but that He is so. The 
preposition dua has been differently explained ; usually it is 
here taken simply in the sense of accompaniment, which, 
however, is unjustifiable; in this commentary, with reference 
to Heb. ix. 12 (where it is indicated by Ova that the high 
priest entered into the holy place by means of the blood which 
he had with him), the idea of instrumentality is combined 
with that of accompaniment, inasmuch as Jesus operated 

as mediator by means of towp Kai aiwa; similarly Briickner 
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explains dud as a preposition of instrumentality, namely, in 
the passive sense, as “by which he was proved ;” 8d, how- 

ever, is here connected neither with an idea of operation 
nor of verification, but with é\@@v. Weiss takes the preposi- 
tion in this way, that déwp «. aiwa are thereby “ introduced 
as historical elements of the life of Christ through which His 
career passed ;” but it might be more suitable to interpret 
8.’ 6. «.7.d. in this way, that thereby the elements are brought 
out by which the éA@@v was specially characterized; just as 
in 2 Cor. v. 7 by és& wicrews the feature is mentioned by 
which our present wepiarety is characterized; comp. also 
tom. vill. 24: 6.’ dropuovis amexdeyopueOa, and Heb. xii. 1; 
Braune simply abides by the idea of instrumentality, without 
further explaining himself on the subject. The question, 
whether ovros refers to "Incods or to 6 vios tod Oeod, is to 
be answered in this way, that it refers to the whole idea: 
*Incods 6 vios Tod Ocod; Jesus, the Son of God, is the sub- 
ject of Christian faith; it is He who came by water and 
blood. In favour of this reference is the addition ’Incods 6 

Xp.otos, which, as “Incots shows, is not an explanatory 
apposition of the predicate (“He who came by water and 
blood,” ae, Christ), but is in apposition to the subject od7os, 
which is more particularly defined by the predicate ; the pre- 
ceding “Incods 6 vids tod Ocod is thereby resumed, but in this 

way, that in consequence of 6 éA@ev x.7.r. the idea 6 vids Tod 
@cod is changed into 6 Xpiotos.—The import of the pre- 
ceding lies, as cannot be doubted, simply in the statement 
which is therein contained; Ebrard, indeed, thinks that the 
apostle wants thereby to express “that in the loving and 
merciful act of the devotion of Jesus to death lies the power 
by which He has overcome the world;” but although in the 
preceding the victory over the world is ascribed to the belief 
that Jesus is the Son of God, yet it is not to be inferred 
from this that it is Christ’s victory over the world that is 
the subject here, as John does not make the most remote 
suggestion of that. — By the words: ov« év T@ VSaTL movov 
arn’ év tO bOaTL Kal TH aipate, the apostle brings out 
with special emphasis the fact that Jesus did not come by 
water only, but by both water and blood; as the latter two, 
in their combination, are contrasted with the former one, the 



CHAP. V. 6. 463 

principal emphasis plainly falls on the dlood, as that by which 
the Mediator as such has operated. This emphasis is not 
intended for the purpose of indicating the difference between 
Jesus and John the Baptist (Liicke, de Wette, Diisterdieck, 

Ebrard) ; for, on the one hand, it is self-evident to Christians 

that Jesus would not be the mediator if He had not acted 
differently from John; and, on the other hand, the feature 

which distinguishes Jesus from John in regard to baptism 

is this, that the latter baptized with water, but the former 
baptizes with the Holy Ghost.1 The addition has a polemic 
import (not against “disciples of John,” Ewald, but) against 

the Docetans, who in a certain sense indeed taught that Christ 
came & wédatos, but denied that He came 8’ aiuaros, inas- 

much as, according to their heresy, Christ united Himself 
with Jesus at His baptism, but separated from Him again 
before His death (Erdmann, Myrberg, Weiss, Braune) ; indeed, 
it is only by the reference to these heretics, against whom 
the apostle frequently directs a polemic in the Epistle, that 
the whole section from ver. 6 to ver. 12 can be explained. — 
With regard to grammar, it is to be observed that povor is 
not connected with ov, but with dédars, and therefore there 

can be no «aé after adda, which is not observed by A. 
Buttmann (p. 317). The preposition év simply expresses 
the idea of accompaniment without bringing out the acces- 
sory notion which lies in da; comp. Heb. ix. 12 and 25.— 
The definite article before Uéate and aimate is explained 
by the fact that both have been already mentioned. 
Bengel correctly: Articulus habet vim relativam.— «Kal to 

Tvedad eoTW TO waptupovv| Just as in regard to vdwp and 
ata, so in regard to wvedua the views of commentators vary 
very much. The following opinions are to be rejected as 
utterly arbitrary :—(1) that it denotes the psychical element, 
which, with afwa and védwp as the physical elements, consti- 

1 Erdmann has rightly pointed out that the view, according to which dup is 
understood of the baptism instituted by Christ, is opposed to the idea that the 
addition refers to John the Baptist ; this antagonism can only be removed if 
we explain the idea #3wp in the principal clause differently from its meaning in 
this subordinate clause, in the former of a baptism which was not merely a 
baptism of water, but also of the Spirit, but in the latter of a baptism which is 
only a baptism of water ; but that would be an interpretation which condemns 
itself, 
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tuted the human nature of Christ (Wetstein); (2) that it is 
the spirit which Christ at His death committed into His 
Fathers hands (Augustine, etc.); (3) that it means “the 
teaching ot Jesus” (Carpzovius); (4) that 1d mvedpa is =o 
mveupatixos, whereby John means himself (Ziegler, Stroth). 
By 70 mvedpa can only be understood either the Holy Ghost 
Himself or the spiritual life produced by Him in believers.’ 
Against the latter view there are, however, two reasons :— 
(1) that 76 wvedua never has this meaning without a more 
particular definition indicating it; and (2) that the To pap- 
tupotv, which is added, here defines the rvedua as something 
specifically different from the subjective life of man. We 
must therefore understand by it the objective Spirit of God, 
yet not, however, inasmuch as He descended on Christ at His 

baptism, and testified to Him as the Messiah, nor inasmuch 

as He was in Christ as the divine power which manifested 
itself in His miracles,’ but (as most commentators correctly 
interpret) the Holy Ghost, whom Christ sent to His- disciples 
at Pentecost, and who is the permanent possession of His 
Church. The predicate éoti to paptupody is not put for 
Haptupe or for é€oti paptupody ; here also the article must 

not be overlooked ; 76 waptupody is a nominal idea, and, more- . 

over, not adjectival, but substantive: “the Spirit is the wit- 

ness” (Liicke). The office of witnessing belongs essentially 

to the Holy Ghost; comp. John xv. 26.2—As the apostle 
continues: 674 TO mvedua éeotw 1) addyOera, he seems thereby 
to state the object of waptupeiv ;* but this view is opposed to 

1 Sander is very uncertain in his explanation of +3 xvedua ; first he explains it 
by : ‘‘the conversion of man accomplished by the communication of the Holy 
Ghost,” but then he puts instead of this, without further explanation: ‘‘ those 

who are born of the Spirit ” (!). 
* Grotius understands by +é xvsjz« even the miracles themselves: admiranda 

ejus opera a virtute divina manifeste procedentia. 
3 The assertion of Ebrard, that John in these words shows ‘‘ how and how far 

our faith in Christ, in consequence of the fact that Christ bears in Himself the 
power that overcomes the world, is itself an overcoming power,” and that 
waprupsiv therefore ‘must denote an act which is in substance identical with 
the act of overcoming the world,” is simply to be rejected. 

4In connection with this view, Luther takes +é wvstu« ina different sense 
from that in the principal sentence, namely, as ‘‘ the word which has saved us 

by baptism and by blood,” and of which the Spirit bears witness that it proceeds 

from the Spirit of truth, and is the truth itself; Besser distinguishes ro +». in 
the principal clause from the zy. in the subordinate clause, in that he under- 
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the whole context, according to which the apostle does not 
want to bring out that the Spirit is truth, but: “ that Jesus 
the Son of God is the Christ.” Therefore ove here must, with 

Gerhard, Calovius, and most modern commentators (de Wette, 

Liicke, Diisterdieck, Erdmann, Myrberg, Braune), be taken 

as causal particle, so that the subordinate clause serves to 
strengthen the preceding thought. It is because the Spirit is 
the truth that the Spirit is the witness in the fullest sense of 
the word. — To interpret 7 4X7 0¢va = adOes (Grotius) is to 
weaken the thought; by the definite article the idea ddnOeva 
is indicated in its full concrete vividness ; comp. John xiv. 6, 
where Christ calls Himself 7 ad7@eva. Weiss calls attention 
to the way in which this designation proves the personality 
of the Spirit, inasmuch as “the truth is the nature of God 
Himself made manifest.” — The object which is to be supplied 
with To waptupody can be no other than the thought which 
John has previously expressed in the first half of the verse— 

Ver. 7. By means of the witness of the Spirit, water and | 
blood also attain to the position of witnesses. As such John 
now adduces them in connection with the Spirit, in order by 
the weight of this threefold witness to confirm the truth that 
the Son of God, who is identical with Jesus, is the Messiah. 

— The ore which begins the verse means neither: “jam vero” 
(Grotius, Calov), nor: “ hence” (Meyer), nor: “ consequently ” 
(Baumgarten-Crusius), but: “jor.” This connection with the 
foregoing is explained by the fact that the truth of the testi- 
mony of the Holy Ghost (who is the truth itself) is strength- 
ened by the circumstance that it is not He alone that bears 
witness, but that with Him the water and the blood bear 

witness also, as the two elements by means of which the 
atonement took place (similarly Liicke) ;' de Wette unneces- 
sarily supplies: “and, humanly considered, the witness is also 

stands by the former ‘‘ the Spirit bearing witness to the heart of believers,” and 
by the latter “‘the Spirit dominating in the sacraments and in the word.” 
Ebrard interprets: ‘‘the Spirit evidences itself... by its power ;” clearly the 
words ‘‘ by its power” are a pure importation. 

1 **Tn ver. 6 it was said that the witnessing Spirit is the truth, and hence it 
is implied that, to prove that Jesus is the Christ, the Spirit unites with the 
water and blood, as the testimony of the truth. As John now assumes this con- 
clusion from ver. 6, he adds, passing on to another subordinate confirmatory 
proof: for,” ete. 

MEyeER.—1 Joun. 2G 
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true, for.” Paulus connects ver. 9, as consequent, with this 
verse as antecedent: “ because there are three, etc., then, if, 

etc., the witness of God is much greater.” This construction, 
which is contrary to the style of John, is the more to be 
rejected as an erroneous idea arises from it.— tpels eiow ot 
paptupoovtes] The masculine is used because the three that 
are mentioned are regarded as concrete witnesses (Liicke, etc.), 
but not because they are “ types of men representing these 
three” (Bengel),’ or symbols of the Trinity (as they are inter- 
preted in the Scholion of Matthaei, p. 138, mentioned in the 

critical notes). It is uncertain whether John brings out this 
triplicity of witnesses with reference to the well-known legal 
rule, Deut. xvii. 6, xix. 15, Matt. xvii. 16, etc., as several 

commentators suppose. It is not to be deduced from the 
present that déwp and aia are things still at present existing, 
and hence the sacraments, for by means of the witness of the 
Spirit the whole redemptive life of Christ is permanently pre- 
sent, so that the baptism and death of Jesus — although 
belonging to the past—— prove Him constantly to be the 
Messiah who makes atonement for the world (so also Braune). 
The participle of waptupodrtes, instead of the substantive 
ot paptupes, emphasizes more strongly the activity of the 
witnessing. — 70 mvedua Kal TO Vdwp Kal TO atwa] All these 
three expressions have here, of course, the same meaning as 
previously.” — kat of tpels eis To Ev eioww| Luther inaccurately : 

1Tropum... Ap. adhibet... ut hoc dicat: tria samt genera hominum, qui 
ministerio testandi in terra funguntur: (1) illud... genus testium, quod prae- 
conio evangelii vacat; (2) illud gen. test., quod baptismum administrat, ut 
Johannes baptista et caeteri; (3) illud gen. test., quod passionem et mortem 

Domini spectavit et celebrat. 
2 Weiss erroneously refers the witness of the baptism here to that which was 

given at the baptism of Christ, and the witness of the death to that which was 
given at the outflowing of His blood. —It is not by what happened in connec- 
tion with them, but in themselves, that #3wp and ceive are the mwaprupoyres, — 
According to Ebrard, twp here ‘‘is the baptism of water instituted by Christ, as 
an external institution .. . as the representation of every means of grace to be 

administered by men, above all in its connection with the preaching of the word ;” 
and aie is ‘‘ the blood of Christ, i.e. His atoning death, . . . not, however, the 
blood of Christ alone, but also the power of the blood of the testimony, which is 

shed from time to time by His disciples for the sake of confessing Jesus.” To 
this Ebrard further adds: ‘‘ we may say that in the water of baptism is em- 
bodied the confession which by its firmness overcomes the lie, and in the blood 
of testimony that love which by patience overcomes the power of the flesh.” 
This interpretation needs no refutation. 
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“and these three are one;” 70 év is the one specific object of 
the witness; “the three are directed to this one,’ namely, in 
their thus unanimous witness. Storr inaccurately: “they 
serve one cause, they promote one and the same object, namely, 

the object previously mentioned (v. 1, 5).” 

RemarK.—According to the Rec., after oi waprupotvres appear 
the words: éy +@ obpav® ... of wauprupotvres ev rH yn (see the critical 
notes). Luther says in reference to them: “It appears as if ' 
this verse was inserted by the orthodox against the Arians, 
which, however, cannot suitably be done, because both here and 
there he speaks not of witnesses in heaven, but of witnesses on 
earth.” With this most modern commentators agree, with the 
exception of Besser and Sander. It is true that, if we consider 
the contents of the whole Epistle, the idea of the three witnesses 
in heaven may be brought into connection with something or 
other that appears in the Epistle ; but it does not follow from this 
that that idea has here a suitable or even a necessary place. 
This plainly is not the case, so much the more, as neither in 
what follows nor in what immediately precedes, with which ver. 7 
is closely connected by é7, is there the slightest reference to 
such a witness of the Trinity. There are clear and intelligible 
erounds in the foregoing for adducing the three witnesses : 
avetwo, Vowp, ajwa, but not for adducing the three witnesses: 
6 Tarnp, bAdyos, rd Tied ux éyiov; this trinity appears quite unpre- 
pared for ; but the sequel is also opposed to it, for it makes it 
unintelligible what witness 1s meant by the puprupia rod Oso, 

ver. 9, whether that of the three in heaven, or that of the three 
on earth. — To this it may be added that these two different 
classes of witnesses appear together quite unconnected; it is 
said, indeed, that these three witnesses agree in one, but not in 
what relationship the two threes stand to one another.— Besides, 
however, the idea in itself is utterly obscure ; for what are we 
to understand by a witness in heaven? Bengel, it is true (with 
whom Sander agrees), says: “on fertur testimonium in coelo, 
sed in terra: qui autem testantur, sunt in terra, sunt in coelo; 
i. e. ili sunt naturae terrestris et humanae, hi autem naturae 
divinae et gloriosae.” How untenable, however, this is, is shown, 
on the one hand, in the fact that & rq odpaxg does not belong to 
cio, but rather to uwaprupodvrec, and the text therefore does not 
speak of being, but of bearing witness, in heaven; and, on the 
other hand, in the fact that according to it the sua which is 
connected with Uéwp and aju« must be regarded as something 
earthly and human.— There is further the un-Johannean 
character of the diction, as by John 6 Oeé¢ and 6 Adyos, and 
similarly 6 rarqp and 4 vids, are certainly conjoimed, but never 
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6 sarnp and 6 2.6705; Sander avails himself of the assumption, 
which is certainly very easy, of a drak Azyéusvov; but this is 
here unwarrantable, for those ideas are so frequently occurring 
in John—and that mode of conjunction is not accidental, but 
is grounded on the nature of the case. We see that the inter- 
polator wrote Aéyos, because this suggested itself to him as a 
genuine Johannean expression, without reflecting that its con- 
nection with sar%p is un-Johannean. Finally, the <a) ofror oi 
sper ev eior iS also strange. Bengel interprets: unum sunt essentia, 
notitia, voluntate, atque adeo consensu testimonii. Bengel with 
justice puts the essentiality first, for itis just this that is denoted 
by the expression—but just this is unsuitable here, where the 
subject rather is the unity of the witness, 

Ver. 9 brings out the greatness of the witness of God, and 
our obligation to accept it. The two clauses which are here 
connected with one another do not perfectly correspond in 
form; for in the antecedent clause the idea that corresponds 
to the peifwv of the consequent clause is not expressed, nor 
in the consequent clause the idea that corresponds to the 
AapPuvouev of the antecedent. The sentence, if completed, 
would run: If we receive the witness of men because it is of 
some value, much more must we receive the witness of God, 

as it has a much greater value (comp. A. Buttm. p. 338). 
The sentence contains a conclusion ex minore ad majus. The 
conjunction ed, as frequently, is not dubitative. — Briickner 
justly says, in opposition to Baur: “The witness of men is 

only alluded to on the side of its judicial value; there is not 
assumed to be in it an import which would be equal to that 
of the witness of God by water and blood and spirit.”? — 
 paptupia tod Oeod is here used quite generally; the more 
particular definition is only given by the sequel (so also 
Diisterdieck), — ort attn éotly 7) pwaptupia tod Ocod] With 
ore it seems necessary to supply a thought to which it refers ; 
Liicke supplies the thought : “if we accept the witness of God, 
we must believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God;” 

Diisterdieck, with whom Braune agrees: “a witness of God 
now really exists, namely this...;” but such a supplement 
is not necessary if we suppose that the clause beginning with 
é7v is intended to give the reason of the contrast of the human 

‘It is quite erroneous for Storr to understand by the witness of men specially 
the witness of John the Baptist. 
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and of the divine witness which here appears, in this sense: 
“T say, 7) waptupia Tov Oeod, for .. .” — In the reading: ors 
(instead of Hv) wewaptupyKe epi Tod viod avTod, which 
is attested by the best manuscripts, this second 67s may be 
taken as causal particle, in which case aitn would be referred 

to the witness spoken of in vv. 6 and 7, in this sense: “ for 

this is the witness of God, since He has testified (it) of His 
Son;” but the want of an avrés before peuaptupnxe is an 
obstacle to this view ; it is therefore better to interpret ore by 
“that,” and to refer atrtn to this sentence which begins with 
ote (Liicke, Erdmann, Diisterdieck, Myrberg, Ebrard, Ewald, 

Briickner, Braune), so that the sense is: for this is (therein 
consists) the witness of God, that He has testified of His Son. 
By this witness we are to understand no other than that 

which was spoken of in the preceding, namely, the objective 
witness of the Spirit, not the internal witness, of which the 
apostle does not speak until afterwards (contrary to Diister- 

dieck), but still less, as Ebrard interprets, the witness in John 

i. 33. — With the reading jv, attn must be referred back to 
the preceding; the sense then is: “for that (vv. 6 and 7) is 
the witness of God which He has testified of His Son.” — 

The perfect wepaptupynxe is here to be taken in the same way 
as John frequently uses the perfect, namely, in this way, that 
the witness which God has given is to be regarded as per- 
manently remaining. 

Ver. 10. God’s testimony of His Son has for its object faith 
in the Son of God. Hence: “He that believeth on the Son 
hath the witness in himself.’ — thv paptupiay, ic. the witness 
of God which was previously spoken of; éyes év éavTa, i.e. the 
witness is no longer merely external to him, but by virtue of 
his faith he has it 7 (not as Luther translates : “ with”) him- 
self; the external has become internal to him. This thouglit 
forms the transition to that contained in ver. 11. The believer, 

namely, has the objective witness iz himself, inasmuch as he 
experiences in his soul the power of the truth attested by 
God; yet Tv paptupiav must not here be understood—as in 

1 Liicke erroneously thinks that with the reading 7» there results only an 
imperfect sense, when he says: ‘‘ the witness of God, which He has testified, 
consists—in what?” This appearance of incompleteness disappears, however, as 
soon as arn is referred to the preceding. 
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ver. 1l—of this operation itself (contrary to Diisterdieck). 
In the interpretation: “he accepts the witness,’—for which, 

corresponding to the éyev, it should at least be put: “he has 
accepted it,’—the preposition év does not receive due justice. 
— In the following negative sentence, by which the thought 
expressed is strengthened and extended, we must supply with 
T® Oc@ (instead of which 7d vid is not to be read), “7d 
Ue LapTUPNKOTL.” —revaTHy TeToinkey avdTov] see chap. i. 10. 
In his unbelief, the witness of God is regarded by him as a 
lie, and God, who has given it, therefore as a liar. — This 

thought is confirmed by the following words: “for he believeth 
not (has not become a believer) in the record which God has given 
(as a permanent record) of His Son.” — With the participle 
mustevov, Which describes a general class (not a single parti- 
cular individual), 47) is used; but with the finite verb vezic- 
tevxey it is ov, because thereby the muorevey of those that 
belong to that class is exactly and directly denied (comp. 
chap. ii. 4, iii. 10, 14, iv. 8). 

Ver. 11 states in what way that witness of God shows 
itself as internal to the believer; to him who, by believing, 
has the objective witness of God in himself, it is no longer 
purely objective, but he experiences it in himself as a divine 
power, or as the «1% ai@vos which God has given him. 

Hence the apostle says: “And this is the record, 6Tt Conv 
al@viov édwKev nuiv 6 Meds.’ With piv, trois wemicrev- 
xoow is to be mentally supplied. — fw ai@vios is not “the 
hope of eternal life” (Bede: dedit nobis vitam aeternam, sed 
adhuc in terra peregrinantibus im spe, quam daturus est in 
coelis ad se pervenientibus in re), but it is this itself, the 
divine life, of which the believer is even here a partaker; 

what the believer hopes for, that he has already. — fap 
aiwviov, as the principal idea, is put first. — édwxey means: 

1 Tt is different in John iii. 18, where dri wn xsriorsuxsy follows 6 wn wieredan, 

but as the reason for #3 xéxpsras, and where, therefore, it is considered as the 
reason of the condemnation operating in the mind of the judge ; differently 
Winer, p. 420ff.; VII. p. 441 ff The distinction lies in this, that by Wsuerny 
wiroinusy avroy it is an act of the subject, but by xéxpras the action of the judge 

(i.e. of God) that is indicated. 
* According to Braune, by éz: the import of the record is meant to be stated ; 

but then John would be speaking of a different record from that which he 

mentioned before, 
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“he gave;” it is not = promisit (Socinus), nor does it express 
merely the firmitatem et certitudinem promissionis divinae 
(a Lapide). — Myrberg incorrectly finds the import of the 
paptupia of God stated in 67s «.7.A., which is in opposition to 
the context. The second part of the verse: cat attn % Sa) 
év TO Vid avdtod éotw, Which is not dependent on 67. (Baum- 
garten-Crusius), but forms a co-ordinate principal clause, gives 
a further explanation in regard to f@7) aiévios. Several com- 
mentators find this thought expressed in these words, that we 
possess the fw») aiwv. in the Son, ze. in fellowship with the 
Son; but this the words do not say; they rather state where 
the fw aiwyv., which God gave to believers, had its original 

place, namely, in the Son; comp. John i. 4. Frommann 

(p. 405): “the eternal life of which the Christian is by faith 
a partaker, is one with the life that dwells in Christ” (so also 
Diisterdieck, etc.). Braune incorrectly separates airy from 
» Con, as he puts éotiv between them in the thoucht, and 
refers att to the idea aiévios: “and this... namely, ai@veos 
... 1s the life,” ete. 

Ver. 12 states the inference from the immediately preceding 
thought. If the fw is originally in the Son, then he who 
has the Son has with him also the fw. With o éyav tov 
vidv, comp. chap. ii. 23. Changing and weakening the sense, 
Grotius puts for Tov viov: verba illa quae Pater Filio man- 
davit; even éyes Tv Swnv he erroneously explains by: jus 
certum ad vitam aeternam. Whilst John in the first clause 
says simply tov viov, in the second he adds tod @eod; on this 
Bengel remarks: habet versus duo cola; in priore non additur 
Dei, nam fideles norunt Filium:; in altero additur, ut demum 

sciant fideles, quanti sit, non habere. 

Ver. 13. Many commentators (Lorinus, Spener, Bengel, Rickh, 

Baumgarten-Crusius, Liicke, Sander, Diisterdieck, Braune) make 
the conclusion of the Epistle begin with this verse (“a sort of 
concluding section,’ Ebrard), referring tadra to the whole 
Epistle. This, however, is incorrect. That this verse also 

belongs to the last leading section beginning at ii. 23, is 
shown not only by the idea {wv aiwyov, which refers to 
what immediately precedes, but also by the idea muorevery eis 
TO dvo“a Tov viod Tov Oecod, which refers back to iii. 23; 
besides, it is to be observed that the following sentences, 
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vv. 14 and 15, correspond to the thought with which the 
preceding leading section ended; comp. iii. 21, 22. Accord- 
ingly, tadra is not to be referred to the whole Epistle, but 
to the last section, vv. 6-12 (Briickner), which reaches its 

climax in the thought: 6 éywy Tov vidv exer THY Swrjv; comp. 
ii. 1,21, 26. In the words: iva eidfre, dre Cwiy Exete aiwvior, 
John states the object for which he wrote that which is con- 
tained in the foregoing. The certainty of the life which is 
bestowed on him is so much the more necessary to the Chris- 
tian’s mind, as this is sometimes hidden from him in the 

struggles of life—the life is there, but at times like a hidden 
treasure. That the possession of this life, however, is con- 
ditioned by faith, the apostle brings out especially by an 
additional clause, which indeed runs differently in the different 
codices (see the critical remarks), but in its different forms 
expresses essentially the same thought; according to the 
probable reading, it is connected with tiv; according to A, 
however, with éyere. The second clause in the Ree: kat ta 

TLSTEUNTE Els TO GVOMA TOD viod Tod Oeod, indicates as the 
second object the adherence to faith; with the phrase: 
TuoTevey els TO Svosa, Comp. chap. ili. 23. 

Ver. 14, as the preliminary «aé shows, is not the beginning 
of a new section (contrary to de Wette); but the thought 
expressed here is in close connection with the foregoing, 
inasmuch as the vappnoia is an essential element of the fw 

aiwvios. As in chap. iii. 21, 22, so here also, rappnoia is 
the confidence which the believer experiences in the certainty 
that his prayer is heard. — airn éotly 7) mappnota does not 
mean: “hence arises also a happy spirit” (Ziegler), but 
“herein consists the confidence” (de Wette).— iv Exouev mpos 
avTov] avtov does not refer to the Son, but to God; though 
God is not previously mentioned as the subject, yet He is 
nevertheless considered as the principal subject, as the One 
who gives life through the Son.— 6r«] Liicke (with whom 
Ebrard agrees, with the incorrect remark that 67s does not 
depend on aitn, but simply on wappynela) supplies before ore: 
“that we have the confidence;” but the concise thought of 
the apostle is thereby weakened, and besides the rappncia is 
itself this confidence (Diisterdieck).— éav te aitmpeOa kata 
TO OéXnwa avtod] By means of cata t. Ged. avdTod, i.e. TOD 
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Ocov, prayer is more particularly defined as to its substance 
and character. — dkovet 70] In chap. iii. 22 it is put instead 

of this: AauBdvopev at’ adtov.— axovew includes the idea 
of granting, which, however, is not brought definitely out 
until the following verse. 

Ver. 15. xat éav oldapev. By the indicative after édv (see 
on this, Winer, p. 264; VII. p. 277; Al. Buttmann, p. 191 ff.) 
this knowledge is emphasized as something undoubtedly 
belonging to the believer; differently ver. 16: édav tes t6n. — 
OTL aKover uv, 0 éav (Av) aitdpeOa] Resumption of what 
was previously stated. — oldapev, 6Tv x.7.r.] In the certainty 
that God hears us lies also the certainty: ore éyouev ta 
aitipata & nTHKawev an’ (wap’) avTod. — éxouer is neither = 
AapPavouev, nor is the present put for the future (Grotius) ; 
the present is rather to be kept in its proper meaning; the 
believer always has that for which he has asked God (kata 
TO OéXnwa adtovd); he has God, and in Him all things. — ra 

aitjuata are the res petitae (Lorinus).— dm’ adtod from its 
position is not to be connected with éyouer, but with 777Kapep ; 

comp. Matt. xx. 20; Acts iii 2; differently chap. iii, 22: 
AapBavopev at’ avtod. 

Ver. 16. The apostle applies the general thought expressed 
in ver. 15 to a particular case, namely, to a prayer for one’s 
brother when one sees him committing sin. — édv tis 16n Tov 
adedpov avtod| By éav with the subjunctive the possibility 
is simply stated. By ddeddpos we are to understand, accord- 
ing to the wsus loguendi of the Epistle, not the neighbour in 
general (Calovius), but the Christian brother (avrod), not 
exactly the “regenerate” (Diisterdieck); Ebrard erroneously: 
“first of all members of the Christian Church, yet without 
excluding those who are not Christians.” — dwaptavovta 
apaptiav yn mpos Oavatov| The phrase aduaptaverv auaprtiay 
is stronger and more expressive than qwovety awaptiav. — The 
sort of dwaptia is more particularly defined by the addition 
pn pos Oavatov. The negative ju) (instead of which ov is 
used in ver. 17) is explained by the fact that the idea is 
regarded as dependent on éav tis iy (comp. Winer, p. 421). 
The apostle distinguishes between the dwaptia ov pos 
Oavarov and the duaptia rpcs Odvatov. What sin is to be 
understood by the latter? The idea mie NOM, LXX.: duaptia 
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Gavatndopos, is found already in the O. T. Num. xviii. 22, 
whence the Rabbis distinguish between mn nxvn and 
nn xb neon (Schoettgen, Hor. hebr.); in accordance with 
this, as Schoettgen also interprets, the duaptia mpos Oavatov 
would be that sin to which the Mosaic law assigned the 
punishment of death, as idolatry, adultery, etc.; but even if 
that Old Testament definition is the basis of John’s expression, 
yet it does not follow that he used the idea in the same sense; 
Oavatros may here, as distinguished from fw (kal dacet advT@ 
Conv), not mean bodily death. For this reason alone, there- 

fore, the explanation of Morus and 8. G. Lange is to be rejected, 
according to which that sort of sin is meant which is punished 
by the authorities with death or with other severe punish- 
ments (!), even apart from the fact that it makes the prayer of 
the Christian dependent on the penal decrees of civil law. 
But the opinion of Zachariae, Michaelis, and Linder (in the 
Zeitschrift fiir d. luth. Theol. of Rudelbach and Guericke, 
vol. IV. 1862), that here, as in Jas. v. 14 ff, it is those 

who are in bodily sickness that are spoken of, and that such 
sin is meant as God punishes with deadly sickness or sudden 
death, is for the same reason unfounded.!—If @avatos is not 

bodily death, then by pes @dvatov the period to which the sin 
lasts cannot either be meant. — With reference to the ecclesi- 
astical discipline exercised in the Church, the older Catholic 
theologians especially understood by the dp. mp. Oav., with- 
out further comment, all those sins which were punished by 
the punishment of excommunication. But even if the Church 
had always punished in that way the sin which John here 
has in view, yet that expression could not be explained by 
that practice. — As @dvaros is not bodily death, it is only 
spiritual death or damnation that can be meant by it; ap. 
mpcs Oavarov is therefore the sin which leads to damnation. 

1 Linder, it is true, remarks against this that a new section begins with ver. 
13, but even in that verse Z#% is used in the spiritual sense. The above view 
is also opposed by the fact that it assumes in John the opinion that deadly 
sickness or sudden death is always divine punishment for a special sin, 
which can neither be justified by Acts v. nor by 1 Cor. xi. 30. The appeal 
to Jas. vy. 14 ff. is so much the more inappropriate, as John here in no way 
suggests that he is speaking of those who are in bodily sickness. It is therefore 
quite arbitrary for Linder to interpret xai 3dess aira wry: ‘God will grant to 

him pardon and recovery.” 
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But what sin is this? It is much too general to regard 
every grievous transgression as such. As Christ Himself 
refuses forgiveness absolutely only to one sin, the commentators 
who assent to the above view find themselves driven to an 
arbitrary weakening of mpos Oavatov ; so Ambrosius (lib. de 
poenit.), when he says: quodvis peccatum gravissimum, quod 
viz remittitur; and still more strangely a Lapide: peccatum 
quodvis gravissimum, quod . . . juxta legem communem per 
gratiam, quam Deus ordinarie dare solet, est quasi immedi- 
cabile, incorrigibile et insanabile. It is more correct, indeed, 

to regard it as sin which is not repented of, and to find the 
characteristic of the ay. wp. Oav. in the impenitence of the 
sinner who will give heed to no exhortation (Grotius, Socinus, 
etc.); but even this cannot be the feature which John here 
has specially in view, because at the time of the commitment 
of a sin it cannot be decided whether it will be repented 
of or not. Jobn must mean a apyapria, which in itself is 
characterized as a duaptia mpds Odvatov. Many commen- 
tators accordingly fix the meaning of it on a single particular 
sin; thus Tertullian, who understands by it, moechia post 
baptismum commissa; Bede, who, following the precedent 
of Augustine,’ understands by it the peccatum invidentiae, 
quo quis invidet fratri gratiam, virtutem et salutem; but 
then we do not see why John did not specifically and 

definitely mention this particular sin. We might therefore 
agree with those who take awaptia here as the description 
of a state, as Bengel, who thus interprets: talis status, in 
quo fides et amor et spes, in summa, vita nova exstincta est; 
but this is opposed by the apostle’s mode of expression, which 
plainly refers to a sinful deed, and not to a state. Though, 
on the one hand, a single sin cannot be meant (Calvin: non 
est partialis lapsus, nec praecepti unius transgressio), yet we 
must only think of a whole species of sins, or better, of such 

sinning as is characterized not by the object with which it is 

1 Augustine (de serm. Det in monte Matt. lib. i. ¢. 22, § 73) says: Peccatum 
fratris ad mortem puto esse, cum post agnitionem Dei per gratiam. .. . Jesu 
Christi quisque oppugnat fraternitatem et adversus ipsam gratiam. . . invidentiae 
facibus agitatur. Yet Augustine is not consistent in his interpretation ; in the 
Retractations he adds further: si in hac perversitate finierit vitam ; in his work, 
de corrept. et gratia, ec. 12, § 35, he explains the idea by: fidem, quae per 
dilectionem operatur, descrere usque ad mortem. 
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connected, but by the disposition from which it proceeds. 
For the further definition it is to be observed, as Liicke with 

justice points out, that it can “only be a class of sins of 
Christians, and not of those who are not Christians,” that is 

spoken of, and that “the distinction between the sin unto 
death and sin that is not unto death must be capable of being 
known.” It is true, every sin can be called a dywaptia mpos 
@avatov, inasmuch as it tends in the direction of Oavatos, but 
every sin does not infallibly lead to @avatos; so long as along 
with the adpapria there still exists an yew tov viov (vv. 11 
and 12), the sinning Christian is still in fellowship with 
the aiwa “Incod Xpiotod which cleanses him avo tdons 

dpaptias (chap. i. 7), and so long as he has a mapdaxdnTos 
mpos Tov Tatépa, namely, Jesus Christ the righteous (chap. 
ii. 1), sin does not deprive him of the f@27) aiwvios, and is not 
therefore duaptia mpos Oavatov; this it only is when it 
involves an actual falling away from Christ; de Wette and 
Liicke therefore rightly say that the sin unto death is the sin 
by which the Christian falls back again from the Christian’s 
fw into the @dvatos (comp. also Hofmann, Schriftbew. IL. 2, 
p. 340), only it is not exactly the falling away itself that is 
to be understood, for this is an internal act which, as such, is 

invisible,’ but rather the sinful conduct by which the internal 
loss of life with Christ externally operates and reveals itselt 
(so also Braune).? It is incorrect of Diisterdieck (and 
similarly Ebrard) to understand by the sin unto death the 
antichristian denial that Jesus is the Christ; for if John had 

meant this, he would have expressed it definitely, so much the 
more as in the Epistle he is carrying on a polemic against that 
antichristianity. Just as little has Myrberg arrived at the 

1 This also contradicts Ebrard’s interpretation, according to which the au. =p. 

édy. is ‘*the act of inward rejection ;” although Ebrard is correct when he says : 
“‘ pis éay. is that sort of sinning which has resulted in a corruption of the soul, 
from which the return to vieris and {#4 is no longer possible to him.” 

2 Several commentators, as Calvin, Beza, Calovius, Heumann, Sander, etc., 

identify this sin with the sin against the Holy Ghost in Matt. xii. 31 ff. ; 
certainly the éuapriz meant here is not imaginable without a Pracinuia rod 

avivuaros; and the pracdnuia >. wv. has ééveros as its reward; but the ideas 

do not quite coincide, for (1) the Gaacgnuia +. xv. may occur even on the part of 
non-Christians, but it is the sin of the Christian that is spoken of here ; and (2) 

the former is completed in words (sirsiv xara vod rvsiuaros +. ey.), but the en. 

wp. ay. can only consist in further auction. 
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correct explanation when on éotw dpaptia wpos Odvarov he 
remarks: varla genera peccatorum, quae mortem in sensu 
loci nostri adferant, vide enumerata, Gal. v. 18—21; for 

although Paul says: 6t¢ Ta Towadta mpaccovtes PBacindelay 
Qeod ov KAnpovouncovory, yet it does not follow from this that 

no return is possible from such sins.—JIn the face of the 
apostle’s words the possibility of knowing the dpapraveww 
mpos @ay. cannot be denied, yet it is difficult to distinguish 
amongst the particular concrete manifestations; but, on the 

one hand, the Christian mind which is fitted for the «pious 
will not decide without scrupulous examination ; and, on the 
other hand, John himself shows by the mw that the decision 

ean at any time be only a subjective one. The meaning of 
the sentence accordingly is: If any man see his brother sin 
in such a way that the sin which he commits does not involve 
absolute renunciation of Christ, and therefore does not 

necessarily bring condemnation with it, he shall pray for him." 
— aityjoer is not to be understood of the united prayer of the 
Church as such (so Neander; Ewald also says: “Christian 
prayer, especially in the consecrated bosom of the Church”), 
but of every prayer of one for another. The future is not 
exactly used instead of the imperative; it rather expresses 
the certainty that, in the case stated, the Christian will pray, 

but in this there is certainly involved the injunction actually 
to do it. The substance of the prayer is indicated by the 
following. — cat décer adteé wry] denotes the result of the 
prayer; very many, perhaps most commentators (Socinus, 
a Lapide, Lorinus, Grotius, Spener, Liicke, Sander, Erdmann, 

etc.), supply with déecer as subject 6 Oeos or 6 altovpevos (so 
also Winer, p. 463; VII. p. 487; Al. Buttm. p. 116, Anm.); 
a similar change of subject occurs in Acts vu. 6; but con- 
sidering the close connection of aitjoce: and dace, along 
with which the similarity of the verbal form is also to be 
noticed, it is preferable, with Jerome, Sander, de Wette- 

1 When Linder (as above quoted) remarks against this explanation that 

“the decision whether a sin is a du. xp. ¢. or not is objectively made by God 
Himself, and must be cognizable in some outward manifestation,” we may 
reply that even the occurrence of bodily death cannot be regarded as a 
certain proof ; for even though God sometimes ordains it as a punishment of 
the sinner, yet it occurs also when it is not to be concluded that there is special 
guilt. 
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Brickner,’ Baumgarten-Crusius, Frommann (p. 674), Diister- 
dieck, Myrberg, Braune, etc., to assume the same subject with 
dwcet as with aitjoe; then the sense is: he that prays gives 
the 2, inasmuch as God grants him his prayer. The idea 
finds its explanation in the fact that every sin brings with it 
a weakening of the 7; in order that he that sins may not 
remain in this want, he requires a new infusion of life, and 

this is procured for him by the prayer of his believing brother. 
In addition to this, of course, the confession of his sin, with 

trust in the cleansing power of the blood of Christ (comp. 
chap. i. 7), is necessary on his part; but it is just in this that 
the blessing of the prayer consists, that he receives as the 
result of it the needful inclination for this.*— ois dwap- 
Tavovot pn Tpcs Oavatov] apposition to av’T@®; the plural 
serves only for generalization (de Wette, Winer, etc.) ; 
Bornemann (Bibl. Studien der siichs. Geistlichen, 1. p. 71; 
and Alex. Buttm. p. 156) erroneously explains tots dpap- 
tavovor as the dative commodi, referring av7@® to the person 
that prays himself. By the following words: éorw dpaptia 
mpos Odvatov, the apostle brings out that there is really a sin 
unto death, with which he connects the observation: od mept 
éexeivns Eyo wa épwtynoyn. Most commentators find in this 
a prohibition, even though mildly expressed, of prayer in 
reference to the sin unto death; but this is not contained 
here, as Grotius, Hornejus, Besser, Myrberg, Ebrard, Briickner, 
etc., rightly observe; for the negative od does not belong to 
épatnon, but to Aéyw; if the negative was to be referred to 
the former, it would have had to be #7. The sense is: My 

injunction does not mean (od Aé€yw) that a man is to offer 

prayer (wa épwtjon) in reference to (epi) the sin pos 
@avarov.” — The words do not express more than this, 

although it is admitted that in the emphasizing of od Aéyw a 

1 Briickner seems, however, to be doubtful, as he remarks: ‘‘if there were only 

an advo, or a similar indication !” 
2It is to weaken the thought of the apostle if, with Rickli, we find the 

blessing of the prayer only in this, that he who prays is himself led thereby to a 
right relation toward his brother. According to the apostle’s view, the prayer 
rather brings blessing directly to the brother, for as James (v. 16) says: woAb 

jose Dincis Oimaion Eycpyouuevn. 

3 As Neander thinks that it is only Church prayer that is spoken of here, he 
interprets: ‘one who sins zpis ¢éverov is not to be included in the united prayer 
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warning is indicated (similarly Braune); John does not want 
to make a duty of a prayer, to which the certain assurance of 
being granted is wanting; he therefore adds this limitation to 
his exhortation to prayer (so also Besser): a formal prohibition 
would only be appropriate if the dwaprdvew mp. Bay. was 
always cognizable as such. It is observable that John does 
not say here aitjon, but €pwtyon; €pwray (lit. “to ask”) is 
a milder idea than aiveiv (lit. “to demand”); the apostle 
warns against the épw7av, and, of course, much more against 

the more urgent aiteiy.’ 
Ver. 17. To guard against indifference to transgressions 

occurring in the Christian’s life, the apostle continues: waca 
adikia dwaptia éott. — dodixia is not synonymous with 
avopia, chap. iii. 4; for whilst dvouia there serves to 
strengthen the idea dpapria, the idea aévcia is here more 
particularly defined and strengthened by duapria; adcxia, 
namely, is the character of every offence against that which 
is right, “every breach of duty” (Meyer). Though, on the 
one hand, every such transgression is sin; yet, on the other 
hand, it must be maintained that every sin does not lead to 
death ; hence kal éotw apaptia ov pos Oavatov: Kat is not 
adversative, but serves to emphasize the thought.— od mpos 
Odvarov does not belong to éotev (Luther: “some sin is not 
to death”), but to duapria: “there is sin not unto death.” 

Ver. 18, it is true, is closely connected with the foregoing, 
but at the same time forms the commencement of the con- 
clusion of the Epistle, which is indicated as such by the 
successive thrice-repeated ofdamev (Ebrard), and in which the 
apostle describes the position of believers in brief vigorous 
strokes. — As in vv. 16 and 17 it was admitted that even in 
Christians déccia, and hence dyapria, still exist, the apostle 
finds himself compelled to repeat, confirmingly, what was said 
in chap. iii. 6-10, as a truth known to Christians (oiéaper, 

in which there does not lie “an appeal to the fact that he has 
already said it,’ Ebrard), in order that it may be thoroughly 

of the Church for sinners in general, so that he may not be confirmed in his sin 
and be led to a false trust in the prayer of others;” but John in no way 
indicates that he is speaking only of Church prayer. 
1 Braune unsuitably says that ‘‘ «ire implies conversation ; 2472», on the other 

hand, equalization of him who prays with him whom he addresses.” 
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impressed on them that all sin is in the sharpest antagonism 
to their essential principle of life. — oiéapev, 67e mas yeyevvn- 
pévos €x Tod Ocod, ovy dpuaptdve] This appears to be in 
contradiction with what is previously admitted; John does 
not solve the contradiction; many commentators seek to do 
so by supplying mpos @dvarov as a more particular definition 
of ody dpapraver, or by interpreting it of remaining in sin ; 
both are, however, arbitrary ; the solution lies rather in the 

fact that the apostle wants simply to emphasize the antagonism 
between being born of God and sinning. Though sin is still 
found in the life of the believer, who as such is yeyevynpévos 
€x Tov Oeod, yet it is nevertheless foreign to him, opposed 
to his nature, and in the strength of his faith he is ever 
becoming more and more free from it.'— dA 6 yevvnbeis ex 
tov Qecovd tnpet éavtov] This second clause is not dependent 
on 67, but is to be regarded as an independent sentence 
(Diisterdieck, Braune). Bengel erroneously states the differ- 
ence between the form 6 yevynfeis and the preceding o 
yeyevynuévos thus: Praeteritum grandius quiddam sonat, quam 

aoristus: non modo qui magnum in regeneratione gradum 
assecutus, sed quilibet, qui regenitus est, servat se; it is 

rather the same distinction that occurs here as that by 
which these two verbal forms are generally distinguished ; 
6 yevynbels is: “he who was born,” regarded as a historical fact. 
—In 1 Tim. v. 22, ayvov, and in Jas. i. 27, dowtdov, are 
put with type? éavtov as more particular definition. It is, 
however, unnecessary to supply such a predicate (de Wette) ; 
Tnpet éavtov denotes the self-preservation of the believer in 
his proper character (so also Braune) ;? the more particular 
definition results from the following; xal 6 ovnpds ody 

amrtetat avtod] is the result of the type? éavrov; Ebrard 
incorrectly : “ Satan dare not touch him; God does not permit 
it;” the present simply expresses the fact, but this, according 

' It needs no proof that the thought of the apostle is perverted by the explana- 
tion of de Wette: ‘‘the apostle expresses his confidence that the occurrence of 
the sin unto death and of sin in general cannot often (!) take place in the 
Christian Church.” 

* It is less suitable to explain rnpsiv tavrsy here, with Ebrard=eapsioéos, ‘to 
be on guard, to take care ;” for, in the first place, it is opposed to the usus 
loquendi of the N. T. to assign this meaning to the word; and secondly, it is 
not expressive enough for the context. 



CHAP. V. 19. 481 

to the context, is the case, because the devil is prevented 

from amtecOar by the tnpeiy éavtov of him who is born of 
God. With 6 rovnpos, comp. chap. i.13. By drrecOar we 
are to understand touching in order to do harm; Ps. cy. 15, 
LXX. (see Raphelii Annot. ex Polybio). Compare Jas. iv. 7: 
dhevéetar ad’ tuov. It is true the believer is still tempted by 
the devil (comp. 1 Pet. v. 8, ete.), just as sinful desires still 
arise in him; but being in his most inner nature redeemed 
from the fellowship of sin, he suffers from these temptations 
no injury to the life that has come to him from God: in 

the tavorNia tod Oecod he is protected against all the 
peeOodelat Tod dvaBorov (Eph. vi. 11 ff.)." 

Ver. 19 marks the antithesis between believers as being 
born of God, and the xocpos, as belonging in its whole extent 
(OXos) to the wovnpés ; and this is done by the apostle vindi- 
cating for himself and his readers—who are united with him 
in faith—the eivas éx Tod Ocod. — éx Tod Oeod écper finds its 
explanation in the preceding: 0 yevynOels ex Tod Oeod. 
Socinus incorrectly: a Deo pendemus. — cal 6 Kdcpos dos 
k.T..| probably as an independent sentence, not depending on 
ote (Diisterdieck) ; xa/ is not = dé; it is just the connecting 
cai that brings out the antithesis which exists between the 
two parts of the verse, still more clearly than if this had 
been done by an adversative particle. 6 xdcpos is here used 
in the ethical meaning of the word, which is peculiar to John. 
— €v T® Tovnp® Keitat] TO Tovnpe@ is not neuter (Socinus, 
Episcopius, Rickli, Erdmann), but masculine, as is clear both 
from 6 crovnpos in ver. 18, as also from the antithesis to 6 Oeos. 
—— By the preceding é« 7. Ocod and Luther's translation of 

Isa. xlvi. 3, some commentators have been led erroneously 
to refer the expression é€v... xeiras to the relation of the 
child to its mother (Spener: “as a child in its mother’s 
womb”); by év it is expressed that the xoopos is as it were 

surrounded by the devil, ze is quite in his power; «e(raz, 
stronger than éoré, indicates, if not, as Liicke thinks, the 

permanent, yet certainly the passive state (so also Braune), and 
hence the complete domination of the devil, which is in the 

1 Calvin: Utut malignus renatum ad peccatum solicitet, tela tamen illius 
irrita cadunt, quoniam renatus scuto fidei munitus ea repellit et diabolo per 
fidem resistit. 

MEYER.—1 JouN. 2H 
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most pronounced contrast with the preceding: «al 6 trovnpos 
ovxX amrTeTat avTov. 

Ver. 20. In conclusion, the apostle indicates whence the 
eivat €k TO Oce (the result of the efvas éx tod Ocovd) has come 
to him and his readers; and he does this by expressing it 
through oidapev as the substance of their Christian conscious- 
ness. —oldapev Oé, 6Te 6 Vids TOD Oeod Heer] The conditioning 
cause of the former is the coming of the Son of God. — The 
particle 5é is here used to indicate the antithesis to the imme- 
diately preceding thought; Briickner has with justice decided 
in favour of this reading (contrary to cat oidapev; see the 
critical notes). — jxe is not=adest (Bengel), but: “ has 
come ;” the reference is to the incarnation of the Son of God. 

— Kai Sé8wxev jpiv Stdvotav, tva yrvOoKopev Tov 
adn Ocvov] Still dependent on 67s. — The subject of dédwxev 
is not: 6 Oeds (Bengel), but: 6 vids tod Oeod, as the close 
connection of this clause with that immediately preceding 
clearly shows; Tov dAnOwev, on the other hand, is not a de- 
scription of the Son (Bengel), but of God. — By dsdvora we 
are not to understand, with Liicke and de Wette, “ know- 

ledge,” or even “ insight,’ but the capability of knowledge 
(Diisterdieck, Ebrard), yet in its living activity, hence “ the 
Faculty of knowing.” 1 — By tva ywvodcokopev x.7.X. it is neither 
the purpose: “7a order that,’ nor even the result: “so that,” 
that is stated, but the object to which the écavova is directed, 

and which it attains. We can only regard iva as the particle 
of purpose, if we unjustifiably understand by dvavora “ the 
spiritual disposition ” (contrary to Braune).— The idea yue- 
oxew is here used with the same force as in chap. ii. 4, 5, 

where it is similarly connected with év adt@ eiva. By tov 
arnO.vov God is described, in distinction from all idols, espe- 

cially from the idol which the false teachers made of God, as 
the true God; Calvin: Verum Deum intelligit, non veracem, 

sed eum qui ve vera Deus est, ut eum ab idolis omnibus 
discernat ; comp. John xvii. 3” (similarly Liicke, de Wette, 

1 It is quite arbitrary, with Semler, to interpret the idea ddvae = peravoru 
xai xicis. Paulus lays a special emphasis on %#: ‘‘ thinking through (out) in 
contrast to a vague acceptance and thoughtless belief” (!). 

* Baumgarten-Crusius thinks that &az”é. means more here than in John 
xvii. 3, namely : ‘he who gives a satisfaction, in quo uno acquiescendum est ;” 
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Neander, Erdmann, Diisterdieck, Myrberg, Ebrard, Braune, 

etc.). He is the true God, who has sent His Son into the 
world ; the coming of Christ has not been ineffectual, but has 
produced in believers the knowledge of God—a knowledge 
which is one with being in God. Therefore the apostle con- 
tinues: kal éopév év TO adnOwe. These words are not 
dependent on 67z (Vulg.: et simus), but form an independent 
sentence. The ev Té adnOuv@d refers back to tov adnOwor; 
considering the close connection of the two sentences, it must 
be the same subject, namely God, that is meant by the same 
word (Briickner, Braune); it is arbitrary to understand by 
Tov adnOivov God, and by 7@ adAnfuvd, on the other hand, 
Christ, and it is, moreover, forbidden by the context, in accord- 

ance with which the cai éopev év TO adnOwe@ states the con- 
sequence of the preceding, namely of the fact that the Son of 
God has come and has given to us the capability of knowing 
the true God.’ Therefore also the following words: év 76 vid 
avtov ‘Incot Xpiot@, are not to be taken as apposition to év 
T® Gd. (Weiss), against which even the adrod testifies, for 
then it would have to be referred, not to Td aAnbive, but 
beyond it to Tov adnOwev, The additional clause shows in 
what the eivac év Té GdAnOwe has its ground and stability 
(Briickner, Braune); év is not = per, but indicates, as gene- 
rally in the formula év ’Ino. Xpio7d, the relationship of inti- 
mate fellowship: the believer is in God, inasmuch as he is zn 
Christ.— Before the last warning, connected with this (ver. 21), 

the apostle expressively concludes with the statement: obTds 
é€otw 0 adnOwos Ocds Kat for) aiwvios. As is well known, 

views have differed from old times about the meaning of odros. 
While the Arians understand otros of God, the orthodox refer 

it to the immediately preceding év to vied “I. Xp., and use this 
passage as a proof of the divinity of the Son. This interpreta- 
tion remained the prevailing one in the Church, even after 
Erasmus had remarked: “hic est verus Deus” referri potest 
ad Deum verum Patrem qui praecessit ; and against this the 

but if this were really contained in the idea here, that would be the case in 
John xvii. 3 also. 

1 This explanation is so much the more justifiable, as it is to be expected 
from John that at the close of his Epistle he would express in brief language the 
highest thing that can be said of the life of the believer, and this is the sivas tv 
Tw Ow (Tw cAnbivw), 
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Socinians, and then Grotius, Wetstein, the English Anti- 

trinitarians, and the German Rationalists followed the opposite 
view. It is not to be denied that on both sides the different 
dogmatic interests did not remain without influence on the 
interpretation, until in more recent times a more unbiassed 
consideration has led the way. Among the latest commen- 
tators, Rickli, Liicke, de Wette, Neander, Gerlach, Frommann, 

Diisterdieck, Erdmann, Myrberg, even Briickner and Braune 
(who, however, leave room for doubt), similarly Hofmann 
(Schriftbew. 2d ed. I. p. 146), Winer (p. 142; VIL p. 148), and 
Al. Buttmann (p. 91), have decided in favour of the reference 
to God; Sander, Besser, Ebrard, Weiss, etc., for the reference 

to the Son. The dispute cannot be settled on grammatical 
lines, for obros can be referred both to tov adnOvov' aud also 

to T@ vid; the addition: Kail fw aiwyios, seems to support 
the latter reference, for Christ, in the Gospel of John, calls 
Himself precisely 1) {2, and also in the beginning of this 
Epistle it is the Son of God that is to be understood by 7 fa 
and 1) Sw 1%) ai@vios. The former reference, on the other hand, 
is supported by the expression: 0 dAn@uvos Oeds; for, in the 
first place, it is more natural to understand here the same 
subject as is previously designated by 6 dAnOuvos, than any 
other; and, in the second place, the Father and the Son, God 

and Jesus Christ, are always so definitely distinguished 
throughout the whole Epistle that it would be strange if, at 
the close of it, and, moreover, just after both subjects have been 
similarly distinguished immediately before, Christ—without 
further explanation, too—should be described as 6 adnOuwos 
@ecos, especially as this designation is never ascribed to the 
Son in the writings of John, definitely though the divinity of 
the Son is taught in them.” To this it may be added that, 
after John has brought out as the peculiar characteristic of 
the Christian’s life, of which he partakes in the Son of God, 

1 It lies in the very nature of the case that ovzos may refer to the principal 
subject, nay, that this is the reference most suitable to the word ; comp. 1 John 
ii, 22; 2 John 7; Acts iv. 11, vii. 19. Calvin’s rule, which Sander repeats, is 

erroneous: Pron. demonstr. ores ordinarie, nisi evidenter textus aliud requirat, 
immediate antecedens nomen respicit ac demonstrat. 

2 It is only through a superficial consideration that, for the refutation of this 
assertion, appeal can be made to John i, 1, xx. 28, and the passages in the 
Apocalypse in which the predicate én¢és is ascribed to Christ.—How little 
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the elvac év TO ddnOie, the clause in question has its right 
meaning only if it states who that adAn@vos is, namely that 
he is the dAn@uvds Ocos Kat fw aiwvios. Now, though else- 
where it is only Christ that is called exactly 1) fw, yet He 

has the e7—according to His own words, John v. 26—only 

from the Father, who originally has the life in Himself (6 rat/p 
éyer Sony év éavT@), and may therefore be called S07) at@vios 
no less than the Son. Besides, it is to be observed that €w7) 

aiwv. is here used without the article, so that the expression 
comes under the same category as the expressions: 6 @e0s éore 
gas (i. 5), dyawn (iv. 16), rvedpa (Gospel of John iv. 24). — 
The objection that “it would be a feeble repetition, after the 

Father had twice been called 0 adAnOwvos, again to say: this is 
the adnOiwis Ocos” (Ebrard, similarly Weiss; also Schulze, 

Menschensohn, etc. p. 263"), is the less valid, as the apostle 
has already in view the warning of ver. 21, and by év T@ vid 
avdtod 'I. Xp. it is indicated that He alone is the true God, 
with whom we are in fellowship in Christ: it is only the 
Father of Jesus Christ that is the true God. — The connection 
of the words: cal {7 aiwveos, as a second predicate, with 
ovTos, has appeared a difficulty to many commentators. 
Socinus wanted to take otros = TovTo, with reference to the 

whole preceding thought, and then he paraphrases todo by év 
tovTw and interprets: in eo, quod diximus, est ille verus Deus 
et vita aeterna; nam quatenus quis habet et cognoscit Christi 
Patrem et ipsum Christum, habet et illum verum Deum et 
aeternam vitam; similarly Ewald, when he _paraphrases: 
“this, both these things together, that we know and that we 
are all this, this is the true God and eternal life.’ The arbi- 

trariness of this explanation is self-evident. Others, as Clarke, 
Benson, Liicke (in his 1st ed.), supply before {7 aiwyv. an 
aitn é€otiv out of odtds éotuv, referring avrn either to 6 vids 

care is sometimes exercised in the proof of the truth that what is stated by John 
of Jesus Christ really proclaims Him as the true God, is shown, amongst others, 
by Schulze, in the way in which he appeals on behalf of this to John xvii. 23 
and xiv. 20, since it would follow from this that even the disciples of Jesus 
could be described as the true God. 

1 Briickner and Braune also consider the ‘‘ tautology ” at least as something 
not quite out of the question ; but a real tautology is here so far from being the 
case, that ‘‘ @:és” is here added to aanéivos, and the idea fw aidwes is directly 

connected with the idea 6 aanbtives Cece, 
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or to the idea eivas €v TH ddAHO. — Liicke has rightly withdrawn 
this explanation in his 2d edition as unwarrantable, and cor- 
rectly says: “ kai fw aiwv. can certainly not be grammatically 
connected directly with obros;” Liicke, however, thinks that 
there is an ellipsis in the expression, and that it is to be in- 
terpreted: “this... the true God is eternal life, which can 
either be understood of the fact that God is the cause and 
source of eternal life, or thus: His fellowship is eternal life.” 
But why could not John have described by fa) aiwv. the 
substantial character of the divine nature? If God has fw 

in Himself (John v. 26), namely the 7 which He has given 
to the Son, and which believers possess through the Son 
(John v. 24), then God in His very nature is fw, and fw 
ai@vios too. As John mentions this as the characteristic of 
God’s nature, there certainly lies in this the indication that 
God is the source of life for us. 

Ver. 21. If believers have come to the true God through 
Christ, they have to take care that they do not lose this 
eternal and highest good by giving themselves up to any vain 
idol, In this train of thought John closes his Epistle with 
the short exhortation, so impressive, however, in its brevity: 

Tekvia gudakeTe Eavtovs amo TaY cidodwv. In the address 
Texvia we may see the depth of the feeling with which John 
utters these concluding words. — e/dwda are properly images; 
this signification is retained here by many commentators 
(Tertullian, Oecumenius, Lyranus, Lorinus, Salmeron, Liicke, 

Baumgarten-Crusius, Erdmann, Diisterdieck, etc.), whilst some 
of them, however, extend the idea to that of “ false, heathen 

gods ;” others, again, refer the expression to the arbitrary self- 
made representations of God which the false teachers had— 
thus Bede, Rickli, Sander, Thiersch (Versuch zur Herstellung, 

p. 241), ete. — Others combine both views, and understand 
by emda here all sorts of images which men arbitrarily make 
for themselves of God (Ebrard, Braune). If the warning is 
not to be regarded as a detached appendix, foreign to the 
contents of the Epistle, we cannot rest satisfied with the first 
interpretation. As the apostle, just in the antithesis to the 
false teachers, who belong to the xoopos, has so decidedly 
referred to the ddnOwos Oeos, he certainly has in view in this 
warning, if not altogether, yet principally, the untrue mental 
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images of those teachers.’ It is only if so taken that the 
warning to keep themselves from idols forms the appropriate 
conclusion of the whole Epistle. 

1 That the apostle here also means the res mundariae, inasmuch as man is 
attached to them (Myrberg), is so much the more improbable as the foregoing 
contains no reference to them, 





THE SECOND AND THIRD EPISTLES OF THE 

APOSTLE JOHN, 

INT ROBGCTION. 

SEC. 1—GENUINENESS. 

#HE testimony of the ancient Church is not very 
i certain. The first mention of the Second Epistle 

is found in Clemens Alex. and Irenaeus. The 
former calls the First Epistle the greater (Strom. 

u. 15, ed. Potter), and says in the Adumbrat.: secunda 
Joannis epistola, quae ad virgines scripta est, simplicissima 
est ; scripta vero est ad quandam Babyloniam Electam nomine. 
Trenaeus (adv. Haer.i. 163) quotes the passage 2 John 11, 
with the words: "Iwavvys, 0 tod Kupiov pabntns, érérewve THY 

KaTadikny avTav, wndé yxalpew avtois id yav rAéyerOar 
BovrnGeis' 6 yap rA€yov avtois, dynai, yalpew x.7.r.; he 
further adduces (iii. 16. 8) the passage 2 John 7, 8, but by 
mistake, as a passage of the First Epistle. From this it 
follows, that at the time of these Fathers the Second Epistle 
was not merely known in the Church, but was also received as 
an Epistle of the Apostle John. If the remark of Eusebius 
(Hl, E. vi. 14), that Clemens Alex. commented on ail the 
Catholic Epistles, be correct, then the Third Epistle was known 
to him also; according to the statement of Cassiodorus, how- 
ever (comp. my Comm. on Second Peter, Introd. § 2, p. 291 ff), 
this is at least uncertain. — Origen likewise knew several 
Epistles of John; for in the 8th Homily on Joshua he says: 
addit et Joannes tuba canere per epistolas swas; yet he did not 
express himself quite certainly about the apostolic origin of 
the Second and Third Epistles, as is seen from his words in 

489 
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Euseb. (. 2. vi. 25): "Iwavvns . . . Katadédourre 5€ Kal éric- 
Tomy Tavu Oyov otixov’ éctw 6 Kai Sevtépayv Kal Tpitnr. 
érrel ov Tavtes hacl yvnoiovs eivar Tavtas ; that the canonicity 
of these Epistles was doubted, is not contained in these words. 
— His disciple Dionysius Alex., in his polemic against the 
genuineness of the Apocalypse, according to Eusebius (1. L. 
ii. 25), appealed not only to the First, but also to the Second 
and Third Epistles of John. His words are: 6 6é evayyeduo- 
THS ovdE THS KaOodLKHS Tpoéypatev EavTodD TO Ovoma..., 
Grr obdé év th Sevtépa depouévn “Iwavvov nat tpitn..., 
6 ’Iwavyns dvoyactt mpoxertat. According to Ebrard, in the 

word depowévyn a doubt is meant to be expressed as to the 
apostolic authorship of the two Epistles; this, however, is 
erroneous ; depouévn is only added because the Epistles were 
accepted as apostolic, without bearing the name of the Apostle 
John, as even Eusebius (#. £. iii. 25) calls the First Epistle 
Thy hepopévny “Iwdvvov tporépay, although he was convinced 
of its composition by the apostle (Diisterdieck) ; and, besides, 
how could Dionysius have appealed to those two Epistles if 
he had doubted their apostolic origin? — The Epistles are 
nowhere mentioned by Tertullian and Cyprian; but that the 
Second Epistle at least was known in the North African 
Church at the time of the latter as a canonical writing, is 
clear from the fact that, at a Synod held at Carthage on the 
subject of the baptism of heretics, the bishop Aurelius appealed 
to the passage 2 John 10.— The Peshito originally contained 
of the Catholic Epistles only the Epistle of James, First Peter, 
and First John; the Syrian Ephraem, on the other hand, 
quotes the Second and Third of John as well as the rest of 
the Catholic Epistles. — The testimony of the Muratorian 
Fragment is not quite certain; after a passage is quoted in it 
from the First Epistle, it is stated, after the mention of some 

spurious writings: epistola sane Jude et superscriptio Joannis 
duas in catholica habentur, and then: ut (or et) sapientia ab 
amicis Salomonis in honorem ipsius scripta. It is possible 
that by duas (duae) the First and Second Epistles are meant ; 
yet it is more probable that he understood by it the Second 
and Third Epistles (Diisterdieck, Ebrard, Braune ; comp. also 

Laurentius, Neutest. Studien, p.'205). From the following 
words: ut (or et) sapientia, etc., it is not to be inferred, with 
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Diisterdieck, that the author regarded the two Epistles as 
spurious. — Eusebius (H. £. iii. 25) says: tav 8 avtiNeyo- 
pevov ... 7 dvopatouévn Sevtépa Kat tpitn “Iwavvov, cite Tod 
evayyehuctob TuyYavoveat, elite TOD ETépov ouavidpov exelva ; 
he therefore reckoned them among the first class of the Anti- 
legomenoi (comp. Guericke, p. 606 ff.), and thereby proves that 
their canonical authority was not uncontested ; but by the 
addition e’te «.7.X., by which he does not want to confirm the 
doubt as to their canonicity, he expresses the uncertainty 
whether the Epistles were composed by John or by another 
of the same name, namely, the Presbyter John. In the 
Antioch school they were refused acceptance ; Theodosius Mops. 
is said to have rejected them on the testimony of Leontius 
Byz.; Theodoret does not mention them; and in the Homily 
on Matt. xxi. 23, ascribed to Chrysostom, it is said: tv 
deutépay Kali tpbrnv oi Twatépes atroxavovitover. For the rest, 
after the time of Eusebius their canonicity was undisputed ; 
but that doubts still obtained in regard to their apostolic origin 
is proved by Jerome, who, in his Catal. script. eccl. chap. 9, s.v. 
Papias, says: scripsit Joannes et unam epistolam, quae ab 

universis ecclesiasticis et eruditis viris probatur; reliquae 
autem duae, quarum principium Senior... Joannis Preshyteri 
asseruntur; and in chap. 18 calls this view an opinio, quam 
a plerisque retulimus traditam. The, generally speaking, 
infrequent quotation of these Epistles, as well as the hesitation 
in the decision as to their canonicity and apostolicity, are 
easily explained, partly by their character, partly by the 
designation of the author (0 zpeaSvrepos) which is prefixed. 
From the fact, however, that the oldest authorities, Clemens 

Alex. and Irenaeus, quite unhesitatingly cite them, at least 
the Second Epistle, as writings of the Apostle John, it may 
be concluded that in the most ancient tradition they were 
regarded as apostolical Epistles, and that it was only at a 
later date that they were ascribed by many, perhaps only on 
account of the superscription, to the Presbyter John, whom 

Papias (Euseb. iii, 39) calls a pa@nrjs tod xKupiov, but 
definitely distinguishes from the Apostle John. In the 
Middle Ages the authorship of the Apostle John was not dis- 
puted. Erasmus first again regarded the Presbyter John as 
the author of the Epistles; the same view was afterwards 
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expressed and defended by Grotius, J. D. Beck (Observ. crit.- 
cxeget. Specim. I.), Fritzsche (“ Bemerkk. iiber die Br. Joh.,’ 
in Henke’s Museum fiir Religionswissenschaft, III. part 1), 
Ammon (Leben Jesu, I. p. 45 ff), and others. Almost all 
modern commentators and critics (Liicke, de Wette, Briickner, 

Baumgarten-Crusius, Diisterdieck, Ewald,’ Bleek, Braune), on 

the other hand, have with more or less confidence decided in 

favour of their apostolic authorship, against which Ebrard 
again ascribes them to the Presbyter John. It is extraordinary 
that the same reasons are alleged for both views, namely, 
(1) the character of the style; (2) the self-designation of the 
author by 6 mpeoSvrepos; and (3) the connection with Dio- 
trephes. (1) As far as the style is concerned, the Second 
Epistle has unmistakeably a pronounced Johannean impress. 
This is less the case with the Third Epistle; yet even this, 
which at any rate has the same author as the Second Epistle, 
bears in itself, in particular expressions and ideas, traces of the 
same peculiarity (comp. Liicke, Braune, Diisterdieck). Accord- 
ing to Ebrard, the correspondences are to be explained by 
“allusions and certain reminiscences,” while the peculiar style of 
the author of the two Epistles appears in the section vv. 5-10 
of the Third Epistle, and this deviates altogether from that 
of the Apostle John. But that the elsewhere well-known 
diction of John is not reflected in this section, may be very 
well explained by the fact that he is treating of quite special 
circumstances, and that, too, only in hints, and with the greatest 
possible brevity ; but that in 2 John 5, 12, and 3 John 11, 

there is “an intentional allusion to particular dicta of the 
First Epistle,” and that in 2 John 6, 7, 9, such dicta “are 

almost exactly quoted,” are assertions which cannot be proved, 
as the agreements may just as well, at least, have their origin 
in the identity of the author. (2) As, according to the dis- 
tinct testimony of Papias (in Euseb. H. £. iii. 99), the existence 
of a presbyter named John, who was a paOnrys of the Lord, 
cannot be doubted, it is natural to regard him as the author 
of the Epistle, who calls himself 6 tpecBurepos. But as Papias 

? According to Ewald’s idea (G@esch. Jsr. VII, 219), John in Ephesus, in 
answer to urgent demands, wrote several letters to particular Churches and 
yersons, of which, however, only these two have been accidentally preserved. 

Comp. also Ewald’s Joh. Schriften, p. 505. 
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designates this John as 6 mpeoSuvtepos merely to distinguish 
him from the previously-mentioned (Apostle) John, it cannot 
be inferred from his words that “0 wpeoBuvrepos” was in itself 
a namie denoting the non-apostolic John. If this was not the 
case, how then could this John venture to call himself «at 

eEoyiy “6 mpecButrepos” ? Ebrard thinks that, as the two 
Johns lived in Ephesus, the non-apostolic John was in his 
intimate circle called “the Presbyter” in distinction from the 
apostle, and that “it is easily intelligible from this how the 
Presbyter John would, in his confidential private circles, use 
this designation as a stamped coin;” but, besides, Ebrard 
appeals to the fact that the small filial Churches in the neigh- 
bourhood of the city, the single members of the presbytery 
established in the mother Church, and hence those small 

Churches which had gathered round the Kyria and Caius and 
Diotrephes, had been handed over to the care of the Presbyter 
John, “so that according to his official position he was ‘ the 
Presbyter’ to these Churches.” Ebrard thus gives two explana- 
tions, of which, however, only one could be valid ;+ moreover, 

both explanations are based on uncertain assumptions. — 
Liicke and Diisterdieck (similarly Briickner and Braune) with 
justice show that the name: 0 mpecBvrepos, would not have 
been suitable for the Presbyter John without the addition of 
his proper name. But how does the case stand in this respect 
with the Apostle John? Oecumenius says: #rou OTe yepavos 
av Hon éyparye TavtTas, ) Kal étisKoToV KaX@Y éEavTov Sic 
Tou mpeoPutépov ; the former view, which is defended by 
Piscator, Lange, Carpzovius, Sander, Bleek, etc., has the form 

of the word against it; if John wanted to describe himself as 
“the old man,’ it is not conceivable why he did not write 
0 yépwv, 6 mpeaBurns, or similarly, especially as 6 mpecButepos 
was already in use’as an official name; even apart from the 
fact that the designation would only vaguely state who the 
author was, the expression must certainly be taken, with 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Liicke, Diisterdieck, Braune, as an official 

name. For this purpose it was quite suitable to the Apostle 

! For if John used the name because it was a coin once stamped for him, then 
he did not use it to describe his special position to those to whom he was 
writing ; and if he did it for the latter cause, then plainly he did not do it for 
the former. 



494 THE SECOND AND THIRD EPISTLES OF THE APOSTLE JOHN. 

John, as he was connected with the Churches in question not 
merely as an apostle, but had entered into a special (episcopal) 
relationship towards them. He undertook the same position 
towards them as, immediately after the apostolic age, the 
bishop occupied towards the Churches subordinate to him. 
Hence John might have called himself 6 éwicxozros, but he 
could not, as in his time both expressions denoted the same 
position ; though in later times, when in the ecclesiastical 
organization bishops and presbyters were definitely distin- 
guished from one another, the former were still frequently 
described by the name of mpeoRurepor.' — (3) In the Third 
Epistle there is reference to a relationship of Diotrephes to 
the author of the Epistle, which, if this was the Apostle John, 
must certainly be regarded as strange. It seems more easy of 
explanation if, as Ebrard thinks, the author was an Ephesian 
presbyter to whose oversight the Churches, in which Caius and 
Diotrephes were prominent members, had been entrusted ; but — 
in the first place this supposition lacks historical foundation, 
and, secondly, a still greater degree of violence would belong to 
the case if Diotrephes “ prated with malicious words” against 
a man who was not only a member of the Ephesian presbytery, 
but also had to exercise an oversight over those Churches, 
and who as an immediate wants Tod Kupiov certainly enjoyed 
great respect. If Diotrephes was capable of that, then his 
cunbition—which indeed may lead to the most extreme steps 
—niight have induced him to despise even the dignity of an 
apostle. Besides, the particular circumstances are much too 
unknown’ by us for it to be justifiable for us on their account 
to deny the Apostle John the authorship of the Epistle. — 
The assertion that the prohibition contained in 2 John 10,11, 
contradicts the loving disposition of the Apostle John, is with 
justice rejected by Ebrard, and that, too, with the suitable 
remark: “the love of the Apostle John was that sort of love 
which does not want to please, but to save souls; and hence 
he meets the lie not with careless connivance, but with firm 

confession of the truth and other discipline.” 

‘ When Ebrard says that xp:efurepos cannot have been a title of the apostles, 
he is so far right, as an apostle, as such, was not designated by that name ; but 
it does not therefore follow that an apostle might not assume to particular 
Churches such a position as would make this name suitable to him. 
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Baur (in the work quoted above) regards these two Epistles, 
as he does the First Epistle, as writings of Montanist origin. 
He proceeds from the fact that they both have one author, 
and that the Second was written to the Church to which Caius 
(to whom the Third Epistle is directed) belonged, and is no 
other than the Epistle mentioned in 3 John 9 ; in this Church, 
Baur further says, a schism had taken place; the one part, 

with Diotrephes at their head, had refused ecclesiastical fel- 
lowship to the Church to which the author of the Epistle 
belonged ; the other part, on the contrary, were in agreement 
with this Church ; and that, although the cause of that schism 
is not evident from the Epistles themselves, it is nevertheless 
clear that it is conformable to a time at which there had 
already occurred between several Churches too lively differ- 
ences about questions of the highest interest for the Christian 
mind. From these premises Baur concludes that the Second 
Epistle “ was written to the montanistically disposed section 
of the Roman Church ;” and that Diotrephes is the symbolic 
description of the bishop of Rome, not indeed, as Schwegler 
(Montanismus, p. 284) supposed, of Victor (for Irenaeus and 
Clemens Alex. already knew both Epistles), but of an earlier 
bishop, perhaps Soter, or Anicet, or Eleutheros. Baur in this 
proof lays a special weight upon the partisanship of the writer 
of the Epistle, which had gone so far that he describes the 
followers of Diotrephes just as heathen (3 John 7) (!). Baur 
finds the main support of his view in the passage of Clemens 
Al. cited above: Secunda Joannis ep., quae ad virgines scripta 
est, simplicissima est. Scripta vero est ad quandam Baby- 
loniam electam nomine, significat autem electionem ecclesia 
sanctae; he holds that in these words Clemens refers the 
name “Exdexty to the idea of the Church, inasmuch as the 
predicate of holiness is appropriate to it; that this quite cor- 
responds to the idea of the Montanists, whose first demand of 
the Ecclesia was that she should be, as the “ sponsa Christi,” 
vera, pudica, sancta; that the name Babylonia is to be alle- 
gorically understood of the city of Rome (as in 1 Pet. v. 13), 
where there were divided opinions in regard to Montanism. 
It does not require to be pointed out how very much arbitrary 
and extraordinary modes of interpretation are heaped up in 
this statement. Quite apart from this, Baur’s assertion places 
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Clemens in the most wonderful contradiction with himself; 

on the one hand, Clemens exactly specifies the Second Epistle 
as written by the Apostle John; and, on the other hand,— 

though in an obscure way,—he is said to have stated that it 
was of Montanist origin. And then, what could have induced 
a Montanist to invent epistles under the pretended name of 
the apostle, which do not contain anything of Montanist 
character at all? Did he want to put the authority of John 
in the scale against the bishop of Rome? But the Epistle 
could not in any way have been used for that purpose, as it 
must have been clear to any one that John could not have 
written against Soter (or Anicet, or Eleutheros). The Mon- 
tanists, however, have taken so little advantage of these Epistles 
for their interests, that the Montanist Tertullian never once 

mentions them !— Hilgenfeld assigns the appearance of the 
Second and Third Epistles, as that of the First Epistle, to the 
post-apostolic age, yet he does not seek their explanation in 
the interest of the author on behalf of Montanism, but he 

thinks that the Second Epistle is an “ excommunicatory 
writing,’ by which, in the form of the epistles which the 
Christian Churches interchanged, an “ official apostolic con- 
demnation” was meant to be uttered against the fellowship 
with the Gnostic false teachers; and that the Third Epistle 
is an é€7voTod) ovotatiKy Which originated in the Church of 

John, and had the object of vindicating for that Church the 
right to the circulation of such commenidatory epistles, which 
the strict Jewish Christians would allow only to their patron 
James, as the author had known “the usefulness of such a 

regular passport” in the storms of Gnosticism. These hypo- 
theses, according to which the circumstances hinted at in the 
Third Epistle are a pure invention, can, however, only be 
regarded as makeshifts to explain, as well as is possible, the 

origin of the two Epistles, which Hilgenfeld, for the same 
reasons as those for which he denies the genuineness of the 
First Epistle, thinks it is impossible to regard as memorials of 
the apostolic age. 
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SEC. 2.—CONTENTS AND DESIGN OF THE EPISTLES ; TIME AND 

PLACE OF THEIR COMPOSITION. 

The Second Epistle begins with the inscription, which, after 
mentioning the writer and the receiver of the Epistle, con- 
tains the greeting of benediction. It is addressed, according 
to the most probable explanation of the word «upia (see the 
commentary on ver. 1), to a Christian Church, to which the 
author expresses his joy that its members are walking in 
truth, with which he connects an exhortation to mutual 

love, which he confirms by a reference to the appearance of 
false teachers who deny that Jesus is the Christ, come in 

the flesh. After he has mentioned the abiding in the doc- 
trine of Christ as the condition of fellowship with God, he 
forbids the brotherly reception of the opponents of this doc- 
trine, because thereby we would make ourselves guilty of 
fellowship with their evil deeds. The conclusion of the 
Epistle contains a justification af its shortness, and the delivery 
of the greeting from the Church in which the apostle is. — 
The design of the Epistle accordingly lies in the danger which 
threatened the Church through the false teachers, and of which 
the author wanted to warn the Church in few words before he 
could come to it himself. 

The Third Epistle also begins with an inscription, in which 
Caius (see on ver. 1) is mentioned as the receiver of it. After 
the wish that Caius may have prosperity, the apostle expresses 
his joy that he—according to the testimony of some brethren 
—is walking in the truth, and praises him especially on 
account of his active display of love towards strange brethren, 
whom he then recommends to his further care, because they 
went forth for Christ’s sake, and it is a duty to receive such. 
— Then he mentions the arbitrary procedure of Diotrephes, 
who withheld from the Church a letter written to it by him, 
made evil speeches against him, and opposed the reception of 
the brethren ; in connection with which the author expresses 
his intention to come and bring him to account. After an 
exhortation not to follow that which is evil, but that which 

is good, the apostle gives Demetrius (the probable bearer of 
this Epistle) a good testimonial, justifies himself for the short- 
ness of his writing, and, after a short benediction, concludes 

MryeEr.—2 AND 3 JOHN. 21 
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by giving the greeting of friends and sending greeting to 
friends. — The design of the Epistle accordingly was furnished 
by an incident which had occurred in the Church of Caius. 
Some strange missionary brethren, who had found a friendly 
reception from Caius, had come to the apostle. The latter 
had written on their behalf to the Church to which Diotrephes 
also belonged ; but Diotrephes, with insolent expressions against 
the apostle, had opposed the reception of those brethren, and 
had even cast out of the Church those who did not agree with 
him. This Epistle is now meant to serve the purpose of con- 
firming Caius in the continuation of his manifestations of love, 
as well as of intimating to him the near arrival of the apostle. 
— Ewald’s ideas, that both Epistles were addressed to one 
and the same Church, that Diotrephes had specially interested 
himself in the false teachers, and that the Third Epistle was 
written to Caius from fear lest the Second Epistle might have 
been withheld from the Church by Diotrephes, are to be 
regarded as mere conjectures, which cannot be proved from the 
contents of the two Epistles. 

The place and time of their composition are unknown in the 
case of boti Epistles; yet it is not unlikely that 2 John 12 
and 3 John 14 refer to a tour (perhaps one and the same) of 
inspection (especially as Eusebius, H. £. iii. 24, describes 
such a tour of inspection made by John from Ephesus), and 
that the Epistles were written in Ephesus. — As in the Second 
Epistle the same false teachers are referred to that are spoken 
of in the First Epistle, it is probable that the places at which 
these two Epistles were composed are not far remote from one 
another..— The remark of Eichhorn, that in the Second Epistle 
a more vigorous spirit is displayed than in the First, is no less 
incorrect than the idea that the “ rigorous” (!) prohibition in 
2 John 10, 11 indicates the still youthful old age of the 
apostle. 

1 According to Ebrard, the Second Epistle appeared at a later date than the 
First ; the proof of this he finds in the fact that the former refers back to the 
latter. But that the similarities are the result of a backward reference, is only 

certain if the two Epistles proceed from dijerent authors, 
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‘Iwavvov émiotonn Seutépa. 

THE superscription is shortest in B and 8: iwévvov B.; in some 
codd. xadormy is added to é¢aoroA,3 IN some rod Ex? orndods COMES 
after “Iwéwov; InGitruns: rod &yiov drooréAou “Iwdwou rod beordyou. 
In the Elz. ed. the superscription runs: "Iwdéwov rod droordAou 
erroronn xaborimn Oevrépa; the Rec. is: erioroAn "Iwcévov deurépa. 

Ver. 1. xa! odx eyu] Rec. The reading odx éy# dé in A, 73, 
Syr. Thph. owes its origin to the desire to mark the antithesis 
more sharply (Diisterdieck); Ebrard regards the Rec. as a cor- 
rection, made in order to make the Second and the First Epistles 
conformable in style. Scarcely credible. Greads: zai odm ya 6é. 
— Ver. 2. The reading in A: évo:zotouy, instead of wévovcay, 1s 
too feebly attested for us to regard it, with Ebrard, as the cor- 
rect one; it has probably arisen in order to avoid the tautology 
which puévovexy appears to form with the following. — Ver. 3. The 
Elz. ed. reads: ¢oras: wed iuav, which is attested by BGS, etc., 
several versions, etc. It is possible that judy arose from the 
immediately preceding (so Braune), but just as likely that qué» 
was changed to iva, because the former did not seem appro- 
priate for the greeting; the weight of authorities is in favour of 
jocv.— Instead of supé, 8* reads azé (sol.). — Before ‘Inood Xp. the 
Ree. has xvpiov, which is foundinG@ Ks. In AB, etc., xupiov 
is wanting (Lachm. Tisch.); Bengel, Briickner, Sander are in 
favour of the genuineness of xupiov; yet the later insertion of it 
seems more probable than the omission.— The airod of & be- 
tween rod viod and rod rurpég must be regarded as a clerical error. 
— Ver. 4. 8 (sol.) has instead of ¢AdGouzy the third person: 
zraPov.— B omits rod before surpéc.— Ver. 5. Instead of the 
Ree. ypapu, we must read ypégav, according to A BG K ¥, ete. 
—Lachm. has za:vq4v before ypapwy, which is not adequately 
attested by A 8 Vulg.— Ver. 6. In the second part the succes- 
sion of the words varies; in G &, most of the min. etc., airy 
zoriv 4 evroay (Rec.) is found; in A B K, etc., on the other hand, 
aurn 4 évroAm éor (Lachm. Tisch.); it is possible that the Rec. 
has been formed in accordance with the preceding airy éoriy 7 
ayéan. It is to be noticed that 8 has before airy a xaé, and 
after gvroAm an airod, and also that in the same cod. “ive” is 
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found before xaéws, so that an epanalepsis occurs here. — In- 
stead of sepiraryre, S reads aepirurgonre.— Ver. 7. The most 

probable reading is 2%Adov, according to A (2&%2¢av; Tisch.) B® 
(Lachm.); the Rec. ¢is%Adov, according to G K, etc., is a correc- 
tion; comp. 1 John ii. 19, iv. 1, and 3 John 7.— Ver. 8. The 
Ree., according to GK, has: dwrortowmwev... eipyucdmeda... 

amornaBoue. Cod. A and Nread: dworzonre (N*: daoAjobs)... 
eipydoucds... arordOnre; this reading, accepted by Lachm. and 
Tisch., is regarded as the original reading by Liicke, de Wette, 
Reiche. Cod. B reads: droAéonre (according to Bentley’s colla- 
tion; Griesb. gives droréonra:, which is also given by Tisch., 
bracketed, however) . . . <ipyuckucdu ... drordBers; de Wette 
regards this reading as a combination of the reading of A with 
the £ec. ; Diisterdieck, Briickner, Braune (also the 2d ed. of 
this comm.) regard the reading in B as the original. It is 
certainly the one by which the origin of the various readings 
can be easily explained ; yet the circumstance that it is almost 
only found in B (Reiche: lectio codicis B in nullis aliis sub- 
sidiis inventa est, nisi quod Syr. p. in m. et Sahid. ejus sensum 
expressit) must render it doubtful. Of the two others, that of 
A and 8, at any rate, deserve the preference. Bengel would 
arbitrarily read: daoAzonre .. . cipydouste . .. d70?.cBouev, which is 
only found in Cod. 34.— Ver. 9. rapuBaivav] Ree., according to 
G K, etc., Syr. Thph. Oec. (Reiche). Lachm. and Tisch. read 
instead of it: zpodéyav, which is attested by A Bx, etc., and the 
readings: praecedit and procedit in several codd. of the Vulg. 
(against which, in the printed Vulg. and Lucif., is: recedit). 
The opinion of Matthaei and Liicke, that poayav arose out of the 
paraphrase which appears in the scholia: dréywv éuurév, which 
also occurs in Oecumenius, is unfounded; this explanation 
rather points to spoéywy as the original reading. — The Ree. 
(according to G K, etc., several vss. Thph. Oec.) has, both 
after the first and after the second év +7 é:day%, the addition : 
rod Xpsorod; Lachm. and Tisch. have the addition only after 
the first; so in A B X&, several min. Vulg. etc.; this is to be 
regarded as the correct reading. — It is doubtful whether viév or 
rarépa% comes first in the following sentence; the Rec., retained 
by Lachm., is: riv tarépa xa? riv vidv; this is found n BG 

K &, etc., several vss. Thph. Oec.; Tisch., on the other hand, 
following A and several vss., has accepted: riy vidv xa? dy 
zarépa; but this appears to be a change effected on account of 
éy rH 610. roU Xpsorod. — Ver. 11. 6 yap Aéywv] Ree., according to 

G K, almost all min. Thph. Oee. (Tisch. 2) ; instead of it Tisch. 7 
(similarly Lachm.), according to A B &, reads: 6 Aéywv yap, 
which, as unusual, might be preferable. Tisch. 7 remarks: yep 
tertio loco positum fere ubique a plerisque testibus in secundum 
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locum translatum. — Tisch. has omitted yép after wird, although 
it is wanting only in K, several min. and Oec. —Ver. 12. x* has 
exw; S', however, tw. — Instead of srriZw yap, Rec. (Lachm.), 
according to A, some min. and vss., Tisch., following B G Kx, 
many min. ete, reads: dAA& gAwi@w; this reading is the ori- 
ginal one ; the context might easily lead to the change of ara 
into yée.— yzvéodus] This reading, recommended by Griesbach, 
has been accepted also by Lachm. and Tisch. The Ree. 2réciv 
(according to G K, etc.) is a correction. Instead of oréua =p. 
or., N* readS: orémars wpis orépa.— 7 yup& huav| Rec., accord- 
ing to G KX, etc., Tisch. ; instead of it Lachm., following A B, 
etc., Vulg. etc., reads: 4 yap& ivév; busy perhaps is preferable ; 
the preceding juz; might easily lead to the change into qué». — 
Instead of 7 sexAnpwuévy, Rec, according to A G K, all min. 
etc. (Tisch.), the reading of B&, Vulg. is: reranp. 7 (Lachm.). — 
The fec., following G K, etc., adds for conclusion: déu%v, a later 
addition. — In various codd. a subscription is found which runs 

most briefly in A Bs thus: Iwdéwov 8 The Cod. 62 adds the 
words: pig Tlépéove (comp. on 1 John). 

Vy. 1-3. Superscription of the Epistle. 
Ver. 1. 0 mpecBudrepos} The definite article restricts the 

general idea mpec@vrepos to a particular person, to whom 
this epithet is specially appropriate. That this is most 
probably the Apostle John, see Introduction, sec. 1. The 
reflection on his age may have led the apostle to write, not 
0 éricKxorros, but 0 mpeaButepos. — éxrexTH Kupia Kai Tois 
Téxvois avtTis] The interpretation of these words has from 
the earliest times been very diverse, according as either éxAexT7 

or xupia has been regarded as a proper noun, or both words 
have been considered as appellatives. The first opinion 
(Lyranus, a Lapide, Lorinus, Cappellus, Grotius, Wetstein, 

etc.) has been with justice given up by modern commentators ; 
it is clearly enough opposed not only by the mode of its con- 
junction with xvp/a, but also by ver. 13. The second view, 
according to which xupéa is the proper noun, is found as 
early as in Athanasius, and afterwards in Bengel, Carpzovius, 
Heumann, Krigel (Commentatio de xupia Johannis, Lips. 
1758), Paulus, Liicke, de Wette, Briickner, Guericke, Diister- 

dieck, Ebrard, Braune, etc. That Kvpiéa appeared as a 
feminine proper name is not to be doubted, see Grutteri, 
Inscriptt. p. 1127, num. xi; comp. Heumann: Poecile de 
Cyria Johannis; but if this view be taken, not only is the 
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adjective ékAexTy strange, as it never is assigned to any 
individual in the N. T. as a single predicate except in Rom. 
xvi. 13 (where, however, €v xupiw is put along with it), but 
also its connection with the proper noun, instead of Kupia 77 
éxrexTH, comp. 3 John 1; Phil. i. 1, 2; Rom. xvi.  Liicke, 

it is true, refers to 1 Pet. i. 1: éxAexrois mapemidypous ; but 

here the case is different, as 7rapemidypors is not a proper noun, 

as even Briickner admits, though he nevertheless falls back 
on a “familiar carelessness” in this case.’ The third inter- 
pretation is found in Luther (“the elect woman”), Hornejus, 
Wolf, Rittmeier (Diatriba, de electa domina, Helmst. 1706), 
Baumgarten-Crusius, Sander, ete. According to Epictetus, 
chap. 62: ai yuvaixes edOds amd tecoapeckaidexa éTav bro 
Tov avdpav Kuplat Kadodvtat, women might certainly be 
called xvpiar; but this was plainly only a polite address, 
corresponding not to the German “Frau” (woman), but to the 
German “Herrin” (lady). It hardly corresponds with the 
apostolic dignity of the author, however, to describe the 
receiver of the Epistle in the superscription by this name of a 
conventional politeness.” But the opinion of Knauer (Stud. 
u. Krit. 1833, Part 2, p. 452 ff), that by ékdexr7 Kupla is 
to be understood Mary, the mother of Jesus, lacks any tenable 

foundation (see Liicke on this passage).— Already at an 
early date xvpia was taken as a symbolic description of the 
Christian Church; so Jerome (ep. xi. ad Ageruchiam) and 
the Scholiast I. (€kAextyv Kuplay réyee THY ev TWL TOTM 
éxxdnoiav), and later Calovius, Whiston, Michaelis, Augusti, 

Hofmann (in his Weissagung u. Erfiillung, I. p. 321, and in 
his Schriftbew. I. p. 226 ff.), Hilgenfeld (1855), Ewald, ete. 
It is true the word does not elsewhere appear in this signi- 
fication, but according to its connection with Him who is 

1 According to Ewald, it is ‘‘foolish to think” that ‘‘the apostle is here 
writing to an individual woman.” 

2 Against the distinction between the expressions ‘‘Frau” and “ Herrin,” 
Braune adduces the etymology of the former word (Frau, feminine of fro = 
Herr) ; this is quite irrelevant here, however, as it is not the German, but 

the Greek, expressions, that are in question ; it is the distinction between yuvs 
and xvpia. That “Frau” originally corresponded to the expression xupia is 
certain,—the word is even yet frequently used in this sense,—but it does not 
therefore follow that the Greek xpia became so much weakened in usage as the 
German word ‘ Frau.” 



VERSE L 503 

6 Kvp.tos, the Church may certainly be called xupéa in its 
relationship to the individual members.’ Both the contents 
of the Epistle, which is lacking in the slightest individual 
reference to a single person, and the way in which John 
speaks to the receivers of the Epistle and passes judgment on 
them (comp. what follows in this verse; further, vv. 4, 5, 8, 

10); and, finally, the way in which the sister and her children 
are mentioned,” — are no less opposed to the opinion that the 
Epistle was written to one particular woman, than they are 
in favour of the opinion that it was directed to a Christian 
Church ; only «vpéa must not be regarded as the name of 
honour of any one particular Church, according to Serrarius 
of the Corinthian Church, or according to Augusti of that of 
Jerusalem; it is rather a name suitable for every Church, by 
which, therefore, that Church could also be described to which 

the Epistle is directly addressed.’ — cai tots Téxvoss adThs] 
If xupia is a description of the Church, the réxva are her 
individual members. The representation of the Church as a 
mother, and of her members as her children, occurs elsewhere 

also; comp. Gal. iv. 26. — ods éy@ ayarra év adnGeia] If we 
take xvupia as a proper noun, then ods indicates that by 
Téxvows Only sons are to be understood; but why then does 
not the apostle write: cai tots viots adrys? If the réxva are 
the members of the Church, however, then ots is used here 

exactly as texvia pov, o¥s in Gal. iv. 9; comp. also Matt. 

1 Hofmann recalls the description of the Church in the Apocalypse as the wygn 
and the ywv7. When Ebrard objects to this, that the Church in contrast with 
the ‘‘Lord” is not ‘‘the lady,” but the obedient handmaid, it must be 
remembered that she is here spoken of not in regard to her subordinate 
relationship to Christ, but in regard to her superior relationship to her indi- 
vidual members. 

2 De Wette also says: ‘‘ The way in which her sister and her sister’s children 
are mentioned is favourable to the idea that a single Christian Church is meant.” 

3 That the Epistle is directly addressed to a particular Church is evident from 
ver. 12; the want of references to individual circumstances may perhaps be 
explained by the fact that it also had an encyclical design ; that the author, 
however, ‘‘ had in view the whole of orthodox Christendom” (Hilgenfeld), is just 
as little appropriate to this Epistle as to the First. —Braune’s considerations 
are of little importance; the name of the Church might be omitted, because 
the bearer of the Epistle knew to what Church he had to take it; txasxrn is 
by no means unsuitable with xupia = ixxancia, according to 7 ty BaSuaaw 
cuvexasxen (by which the Church is certainly to be understood) ; it has not been 
asserted that the relationship of the mother in Gal. iv. 26 has been given to a 
single Church. 
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Xxvill 19: ra 0m . .. adtovs. Suitable though the 
masculine is to denote a// Church-members, it would be just 
as unsuitable to denote members of one family, if this con- 
sisted not merely of sons, but—as Braune here supposes—of 
daughters also. éy# is used emphatically, inasmuch as the 
apostle wants to bring out Ais intimate relationship to the 
members of the Church. — év adn@eta in its connection with 

ayar@ is not = év TH adnOeda, as if the (Christian) truth were 
thereby indicated as the element in which love has its 
existence (Bengel, Diisterdieck), but it is used adverbially, 
not, however, to emphasize the sincerity of the love, but, as 

the word itself states, the truth of the love (Ebrard: “I love 
thee with that love which is a Jove in truth ;” similarly Liicke : 
“it is the real Christian love that is meant,’ and Braune).— 
Kab ovK éy@ povos, ANAa waves] All who have known 
the truth share with the apostle love to the téxva of the 
xupia. This addition also goes to show that «vpia is not a 
proper noun; for how could the children of an individual 
woman be regarded as an object of the love of all believers ? 
Bengel, with whom JDiisterdieck agrees, remarks indeed on 

this: communio sanctorum, but the apostle’s mode of expres- 
sion presupposes an actual knowledge about one another. 

Several commentators accordingly have recourse to a weaken- 
ing of the idea saves," which, however, is arbitrary. — 

adnOea is the divine truth, of which the believer becomes 
a partaker in Christ. The emphasis of @\7@eva both here 
and in ver. 2 is caused by the antithesis to the mAdvoe 
(ver. 7). The bracketing of the words: cal ovm .. . Tv 
arnGevav, “spoils the clearness of the connection, and is also 
logically not quite correct, because ver. 2 refers not only to eyo, 

but also to waves” (Liicke). 
Ver. 2 states the cause of the love. — dra tv adnOerav 

Tiv pévovoav ev nuiv] The idea pévevy signifies here, as in 
the First Epistle, firm, sure existence. — In iv the apostle 

includes the loving and the loved (so also Braune).— The 

1 Hornejus : omnes fideles, non quidem qui in toto orbe tum temporis erant, 
sed qui in illis partibus et simul Dominam illam et liberos ejus norant. — 
Liicke: ‘‘ rdvess x.7.4., i.e. all Christians (perhaps of this place ?) who know the 
Kyria and her children ;” Braune agrees with this explanation, but would 

regard ‘‘as included, even those who would later become acquainted with her” 
—which is clearly unsuitable. 



VERSE 3. 505 

ayaTvav €v adynOeia is based on the possession of the 
adnOeva, — Carpzovius incorrectly connects these words with 
ver. 3.— By the addition: cat pe? jyadv éorar els Tov aidva, 
the imperishable endurance of fellowship with the truth is 
declared (Diisterdieck, Braune), and it is not merely the wish 
for it that is expressed (Liicke, Ebrard). By wera (as dis- 
tinguished from év) the objectivity of the truth is indicated 
(Braune). The irregularity of the construction, inasmuch as 
the finite verb is used instead of a participle (comp. A. 
Buttmann, p. 327; Winer, p. 510; VIL p. 533), serves to 
give prominence to the idea. 

Ver. 3. The formula of greeting. It agrees substantially 
with that which is found in most of the N. T. Epistles; the 
prefixed €otae wed juadv (buav), however, is peculiar; the 
future indicates the wish as a certain expectation, which is 
based on the immediately preceding statement (Diisterdieck). 
If we take the reading suey (see the critical notes), the 

apostle includes himself along with the readers of the Epistle, 
which indeed does not elsewhere occur in the salutatory 
formulae; peta =“ with.” — yapes, édeos, efpyvn] just as 
in 1 and 2 Tim. and Tit. i 4..— apd Ocod wartpos] 
Instead of mapa, azo is elsewhere regularly used in this con- 
nection, as s reads here also; on the difference of the two 

prepositions, see Winer, p. 326; VII. p. 342.—To Ocod 
matpos, nuav is always added by Paul, except in the Pastoral 
Epistles. God is here called waz7np, first of all in His rela- 
tion to Christ, but also with the consciousness that in Christ 

He is the Father of believers also.—xai rapa Inc. Xp. 
tod viod tod mwatpos] similarly in the other Epistles of 
the N. T., only that here the sonship of Christ is specially 
indicated; the repetition of the preposition brings out the 
independence of the Son along with the Father. — The last 
addition: €v adnOeia kal ayarn, is peculiar to John; the an. 
and ayarn are the two vital elements (Baumgarten-Crusius : 
fundamental features) of the believer, in which the divine 

1 The explanation of these words given on 1 Tim. i. 2 is regarded as unsatis- 
factory by Diisterdieck, although it is in substantial agreement with his own, 
only that it is not expressly stated that xis means ‘‘grace,” gacos ‘* mercy,” 
and tipivm ‘* peace,’—which is surely self-evident,—but only the relation of the 
three ideas to one another, which is often erroneously interpreted, is pointed 
out. 
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manifestations of grace, mercy, and peace have to work 
(Diisterdieck): “the words contain an indication of the 
contents of the whole Epistle” (Ebrard); a Lapide erroneously 
supplies: ut perseveretis vel ut crescatis. Grotius wrongly 
defines the relationship when he says: per cognitionem veri 
et dilectionem mutuam, nam per haec in nos Dei beneficia 
provocamus, conservamus, augemus ; in the first place, év is not 

= per; and, in the second place, ow conduct is not the cause 
of the divine ydpus «.7.r., but the relationship is the converse. 

Ver. 4. The Epistle begins with the assurance of joy at 
the conduct of those to whom it is addressed. The preface to 
most of the Pauline Epistles is similar. This verse refers 
back to the preceding év adnéeiq; ver. 5, on the other hand, 

to év ayarn. — éxapnv rlav] not: “ I have greatly rejoiced” 
(Luther) ; the aorist is to be kept in its own meaning. The 
apostle is speaking historically of the time at which he had 
the experience which he states in the following words. — 
OTL eUpnKa Ek TOV TéEKVWY GoU TeEpLTaTODYTAS EV 
arnOeia] éx Tov Téxv, is not = Ta Téxva cov; it is indicated 
by the é« that John could not boast the wepimareiv év an. 
of all, but not that “he had not become acquainted with 
all” (Diisterdieck). Braune’s observation is erroneous, that 
“as the article is wanting with wepurarobytas, it is not 
indicated that the other children were not walking & ad.” 
With wepirarety év, comp. John viii. 12; 1 Johni. 6, 7; 
3 John 3, 4, and several other passages. —evpy«a indicates 

a previous meeting with the children of the cupéa—and hence 
a previous sojourn of the apostle in the Church to which he 
is writing; incorrectly, Sander: “I have found as the result 
of my examination ;” the preterite éyapnv does not suit this 
interpretation. — If «vp/a be a proper noun, it remains uncer- 
tain where the apostle met with her children. Liicke, on 
account of ver. 12, considers it unlikely that the apostle had 
been in the family; “ he seems to have met the réxvya some- 
where else without the mother” (so also Braune). Not only 
this uncertainty, but also the circumstance that John does not 
express himself further about the children who are not walking 
in the truth, indicates that he is not speaking of a family, but 

1 Ebrard appropriately : ‘‘It is a delicate way in which the presbyter covers 
the blame which he has to express in a mere limitation of praise.” 
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of a Church, which is erroneously disputed by Braune.—xa8as 
évToAny éAXdBopev] Kabds (which is not to be taken here, 
with Ebrard, argumentatively =“ because indeed”) does not 
more particularly define the epurarety in itself, as if év 
adnOela were only added adverbially for confirmation = “ who 
in truth walk as,” etc.; but xa@s refers to the mepitarety év, 
anrn6., and adnGea is Christian truth, as in ver. 3; thus: 

“who are walking in the truth, according as we received com- 
mandment” (Diisterdieck). By this, however, we are not to 
understand one particular commandment, but the obligation 
which is contained in the Christian faith to walk in the 
truth; mapa tod martpéos] see ver. 3; the intervention of 
the Son is implied. 

Vv. 5, 6. Kat viv épat® ce] vor is used here, not tem- 
porally, but logically. Diisterdieck refers it to the immediately 
preceding subordinate clause: cas «.7..; Ebrard, on the other 
hand, to the idea evpnxa «.7.X.; but it is more correctly referred 

to éydpnv x.T.d.; the joy which the apostle felt is the cause of 
his present request (so also Briickner and Braune). John 
says €pwre® instead of the usual wapaxando, as the request is 
suitable to the Church, as a xupla, — ody ws évToAnY ypa- 
pov cot Kkatvyv x.T.r.] Comp. 1 John ii. 7. — ta ayatopev 
adAjArous] dependent on €pwTe, comp. John xvii. 15, not on 
évTorny éyouev (Baumgarten-Crusius), “for this is used in a 
subordinate clause merely, and épwr® would be without con- 
nection and without object” (Briickner). iva states here also 
not merely the purpose, but the substance of the request (con- 
trary to Braune).— Ver. 6. xat airy... wa] The same con- 
struction, 1 John v. 3. The apostle is not distinguishing the 
commandment of love from the other commandments (de 
Wette), but is describing the walking according to the com- 
mandments of God as the substance and essence of love; with 

justice, for, in the first place, only that love is moral—or more 
particularly, Christian—in its character which is founded on 
obedience toward God, and therefore “consists in the fulfil- 

ment of the commandments of God that regulate our relation- 
ship to our neighbour” (Ebrard) ; and, in the second place, the 
aim of all the divine commandments is nothing else than love. 
Briickner, Braune, and others here interpret 7) ayamn incorrectly 

of “ Christian love simply,” including also the love of God and 
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Christ; the close connection of this sentence with the pre- 
ceding one (7 ayamn clearly refers back to ta dyaTapuev 
GAAHovs) compels us to understand 7 aya of Christian 
brotherly love. The thought last expressed is specially em- 
phasized by the following words. According to the reading: 
avTn 1) é€vtoAn €ott, we must translate: “ This commandment 

is (consists in this), as ye have heard from the beginning (no 
other than this), that ye should walk év adth.” —1 évtory 
resumes the preceding tas évtoAas avTod. the transition 
from the plural to the singular is not difficult ; comp. 1 John 
iii, 22, 23. — ta states the substance of the commandment, 

and éy avtn refers to aydrn (de Wette-Briickner, Liicke, 
Diisterdieck, Ebrard, Braune), and not to évtoA (Sander) ; for 

this would not only give an inadmissible tautology, but would 
also be contrary to John’s mode of expression, in which the 
phrase: wepirateiv év TH evTodH, does not appear. — By the 
intervening clause xa@os nKovearte, “ a subordinate definition 
of the évtod}” (Liicke, de Wette) is not given, but it is 
observed that the readers have heard from the beginning what 
is the substance of the divine commandment; the apostle 
thereby refers back to what was said in ver. 5 (so also 
Diisterdieck, Ebrard, Briickner, Braune). The circle that 

results from this interpretation only serves to bring clearly 
out the identity of brotherly love and obedience toward God.' 

Ver. 7. In this verse the apostle addresses himself to the 
warning against the false teachers, whom he first more par- 
ticularly characterizes. The 67s, with which the verse begins, 
indicates that the foregoing exhortation to mutual love has its 
origin in the fear of their being disturbed by the influence of 
the false teachers; but it is not to be inferred from this that 

ore is grammatically dependent on €pwT® oe. It would be 
crammatically possible also to regard this verse as the premiss 
on which ver. 8 is based (Grotius, Carpzovius), but such a 

construction is at variance with the peculiarity of John’s 

1 Kdéstlin incorrectly interprets (p. 218): ‘‘the old commandment, that we 
should love one another, means nothing else than that we should abide in what 
He has commanded us to believe.” That ivror% here denotes the command to 
believe (1 John iii. 23), finds no confirmation in the context. — Ebrard unjustifi- 

ably asserts that the obscurity of the expression in this verse is to be explained 
by the fact that the apostle intentionally alludes to some passages of the 
First Epistle, with which he assumes the Kyria to be familiar. 
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diction. — 6T« modXol wWrAdvoL] The expression wAdvor does 
not elsewhere appear in John; comp. on the other hand, Matt. 
xxvii. 63; 2 Cor. vi. 8; 1 Tim.iv. 1; instead of it in 1 John 

ii. 26: of wAavavTes buas. — With this passage may be com- 
pared 1 John ii. 18 ff, iv. 1.— €&4rOov [eloArAOor] els tov 
x0o pov does not denote separation from the Church ; coc pos 

does not here form the antithesis of the éxkxAncia tod Oecod ; 

the sense is rather the same here as in John iy. 1. The 
difference between efo7XO. and é€&X8O. is only this, that by 
the latter expression the point of departure is more definitely 
indicated. — of pi) OmorXoyobvTes x«.7..] comp. 1 John 
lv. 2,3; on the N. T. usage of the article before the parti- 
ciple after modXo/, comp. Buttm. p. 254; nw oworoyety = 
apveto@at. The py is not to be explained, with Winer 
(p. 428; VII. p. 450), by the fact that the participle refers to 
a representative class (~quicumque non profitentur), but it 
is used just as in 1 John iv. 3: 0 px) Oporoye?; see on this 
passage. — "Inoodv Xpiotov épxdpevoy év capxi] is to 
be taken just as the words 1 John iv. 2, that run almost 
exactly similarly. The present participle épyouevoy, instead 
of which éAyAv@ora is used there, expresses the idea in itself 

—apart from the idea of time; comp. John vi. 14; Bengel 
incorrectly : qui veniebat, with an appeal to 3 John 3, for in 
this passage épyouévwv and paptupovvtar, by their close con- 
nection with éydpny, are distinctly indicated as imperfect par- 
ticiples ; such a connection does not exist here, nor are we to 
interpret, with Baumgarten-Crusius: “ He who was to come ;” 
still more incorrectly Oecumenius takes it as future participle, 
referring it to the second coming of Christ.— otros éotiv 6 
TrdVOS Kal 6 avtiyptatos] odTos refers back to of pr 
omoroyourTes K.7.X. By 6 mrXadvos the apostle resumes the 
preceding wAdvor; by 6 dvti’xptotos he adds a new charac- 
teristic. — The definite article indicates these ideas as familiar 
to the readers; the Antichrist of whom they have heard, 
comp. 1 John ii. 18. — The singular is here used in collective 
signification (Liicke) ; the many are the Antichrist, inasmuch 
as the same mvedua THs mAavys is in all; comp. further, the 

remarks on 1 John ii. 18. 
Ver. 8. The warning against the deceivers. — Brérere 

éautous| “take heed to yourselves;” Bdérew with the refi. 
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pron. besides here only in Mark xiii. 9.— The construction 
iva after Prérew only in 1 Cor. xvi. 10 besides; by ta it 
is not the purpose (“take heed to yourselves, sc. of them, so 
that”), but the immediate object of their foresight that is 
stated (contrary to de Wette, Braune, and A. Buttm. p. 209). 
— iva «.7...]| Whatever be the correct reading, the thought 
remains essentially the same; the apostle warns his readers 
not to let themselves be deprived by the false teachers of 
the blessing, of which they became partakers through the 
evangelistic work. With the reading efpyacaue0a those who 
have worked are John and his associates; that év dpiv, or a 
similar phrase, must be put along with it for more particular 
definition (Liicke) is unfounded, as this more particular 
definition lies in the context itself; with the reading eipyda- 
cacGe, on the other hand, it is the work of the receivers of 

the Epistle themselves that is meant, who should just as 
little come short of the attainment of the blessing as the 
former.— The object of épyafeoO@az, indicated by a, is not 
exactly the puoOds, which is also spoken of, but the work 
directly effected by the labour, the result or the fruit of it. 
Fruit had been obtained in the Church by means of the work 
(fruit of knowledge, love, etc.); it was of importance that 
they should not again be deprived of this fruit; this is 
expressed by 7 amroXéonte; their loss may also, however, 
be considered as a loss to those who had worked among them 
by the preaching of the gospel, so that, as far as the sense is 
concerned, the Rec. d7oXécwpev is perhaps justifiable; but 
the reading dmodéonrac: “that they (&) may not be lost,’ 
also gives good sense, so that no cause exists for regarding it, 
with Liicke, as a mere clerical error. —If, however, that 

which was directly obtained by the work be lost again, then 
the future reward (uscG0s) promised to Christians also dis- 
appears; therefore the apostle antithetically adds: adda 
ptcOov mrAnpH amworaBynre. With the reading azodd- 
Bopev we might be disposed to understand by the reward 

1 Braune here adduces various passages of the N. T. in order to vindicate for 
the particle ive the meaning of purpose (‘‘so that”); but he has not paid 
attention to the distinction whether the verbal idea with which ‘vz is connected 
is absolute or relative (requiring supplement), and he has not reflected that 
if the clause beginning with ‘ve forms the supplement of the preceding verbal 

idea, iva cannot be = *‘ so that.” 
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the heavenly gift which the apostle himself had to expect on 
account of his work; but he could not be deprived of this 
by the conduct of those among whom he had laboured, as it 
depends not on the result, but on the faithfulness of the 
work ; by suroOds, therefore, must certainly be understood 

the reward which those to whom John is writing have to 
expect; for this, however, the reading dmovAdBnre is 
plainly more suitable than dmoAdB@pev (so also Briickner). 
—picOov wrAnpy is not=picOov wodrvy (Carpzovius), but: 
“full reward;” by wApy it is not meant that if they did 
not exhibit faithfulness they would receive only an imperfect 
reward, nor even that up to the present they had only 
received a part of the reward (Grotius, Aretius, Ebrard), but 
that the reward which, if they exhibit faithfulness, they shall 
obtain is a quite full reward, in which there is nothing 
lacking (Diisterdieck, Briickner). 

Ver. 9 brings out clearly the importance of abiding in the 
truth. — was 6 mpodyov Kal pn pévov] mpodyev and péverv 
form a natural antithesis; mpodyew in the neuter sense: “to 

advance farther,’ signifies here in reference to diday7n: “to 
advance beyond the limits of the (Christian) doctrine,’ and 
contains an ironical allusion to the pretensions of the false 
teachers to have advanced to a higher degree of knowledge." 
The fcc. wapaBaivey means: “to pass by anything;” we 
must supply along with it either rv didaynv (according to 
the analogy of rapaBaive thv évtodnv, Matt. xv. 3), or azo 
(éx) ths Sudayhs; comp. Acts i. 25: amoctonjs ad’ (Ree. €&) 
qs mapéBn “Iovéas ; it is clearly unwarrantable to supply the 
idea évToA} out of ver. 7.—xal pn pévav év TH Oiday7 
tod Xpeorod| comp. John viii. 31: péverw €v TO OYO TO 
evo; 2 Tim. ii. 14. Tod Xptorod is not the objective 

(Sander, Ebrard, etc.), but the subjective genitive (Diisterdieck, 
Ewald, Braune); the doctrine which, proceeding from Christ, 
was proclaimed by the apostles. — Ocdv ove éyer] comp. 
1 John ii, 23. The doctrine of Christ is the truth; he who 

has not the truth has not God; for in its deepest source the 
truth is the living God Himself. Weiss (p. 29) unsatis- 
factorily interprets €yevv of the mere “possession in know- 

1 When Braune rejects this with the remark: ‘there is a bitter truth in fact,” 
he did not consider in what connection the aboye was said. 
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ledge,” in place of which, on p. 77, however, he says: “the 
possession effected by means of the contemplative knowledge 
of Christ,’ as if the latter were identical with the former. 

By the following sentence the same thought is expressed 
positively, and is completed by tov viov, which is the cause 
of changing @eos to tatip. 

Ver. 10. Warning against fellowship with false teachers. 
el tus Epxetar pos bpas] The more particular definition 
of the ts is contained in the following: wal... épe. The 
particle e¢ is used here because “the case is put as if actual” 
(Winer). The author assumes the €pyeo@as as really occur- 
ring, and in reference to it gives the command: pu) AauBavere ; 
if he had regarded the coming as a thing which might only 
possibly occur, he would have put éav; hence it is unsuitable 
to say that e? tvs is un-Johannean (Ebrard), “for it cannot 
be un-Johannean to assume a case as a reality” (Braune). — 
kal tavTny tiv Siudayny ov féper] t. 7. 816., namely, the &6. 
tov Xpictov. The phrase dépecy tr. 516. only here in the 
N. T.; comp. the classical: pidov, ayyedinv dépew tii. — 
On ov after e/, see Al. Buttm. p. 299. Grotius rightly says: 
non de iis qui alieni semper fuerunt ab ecclesia (1 Cor. v. 10), 
sed de iis qui volunt fratres haberi et doctrinam evertunt. 
It is only with this interpretation that the prohibition of the 
apostle can be correctly understood. — 7) AapRavete adtov 
eis oixiav] is to be understood of the hospitable reception 
into our house, which is to be accorded to the brethren as 

such ; the apostle therefore forbids the brotherly reception of 
such as bring not the doctrine of Christ, but another doctrine 
opposed to it, and are, accordingly, assiduous in asserting the 
latter. The limitation of the prohibition to the relationship 
of dirogevia (Rom. xii. 13 ; Heb. xiii. 2) finds no support in 
the words of the apostle. Now such a xpiows was so much 
the more necessary the more the false teachers sought to 
abuse the Christian hospitality, in order to gain for them- 
selves access to the Churches; comp. 2 Tim. iii. 6.— Kat 
Xaipew avT@ pn Deyere] It is arbitrary to limit this prohibi- 

? According to Ebrard, this verse is a quotation of the passage 1 John ii. 23. 
But that this is not so is shown by the manifold deviations, the existence of 
which can otherwise be explained only by arbitrary conjectures in an artificial 
way. 
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tion, with Clemens Alex., to the salutatio, quae fiebat, post- 

quam surgebatur ab oratione solemni velut gaudii et pacis 
indiclum; as well as to interpret it in that degree of 
generality which a Lapide gives it when he says: vetat hic 
Joh. omne colloquium, omne consortium, omne commercium 

cum haereticis; just as little is it to be interpreted, with 

Vitringa (de Synag. vet. p. 759), of the excommunication 
proper. This prohibition is in closest connection with the 
preceding, and similarly refers to ei tus épyetar mpos buds 
«.7.r.; it is meant to strengthen the former; not merely the 

hospitable reception into the house, but also the friendly 
ereeting of the false teacher, if he comes as a Christian 
brother, is not to take place’ (comp. Hofmann, Schriftbew. 
IT. 2, p. 339). The word yatpew, as a formula of salutation, 
appears frequently both in the classics and also in the N. T,, 
especially in Epistles; see Wahl on this word. 

Ver. 11. Confirmation of the preceding prohibition. — o 
Néyov yap avT® yaipev] The apostle mentions only this one 
thing, because what he says about it is self-evident in regard 
to the rest also. — Kowwve? tots Epyous adtod Tots movnpois] 
ic. inasmuch as the yaipew éyev is not merely an outward 
display of politeness, but an expression of an intimate relation 
of fellowship. — By Ta épya ta movnpd we are to understand, 
of course, the false doctrine, but, at the same time, along with 

this the whole evil character of the false teachers, which was 

very closely connected with their doctrine.” 
Ver. 12. Justification of the shortness of the Epistle. — 

TOANA Exwov vplv ypadew] says the apostle, conscious as he 
was of having only given a. few brief hints of that which 
was agitating his mind.—ov« é€BovrnOnv Sia yaptov Kal 
péAavos] From the idea ypd¢ew the more general idea of 
communication is to be supplied. — yaprns “is the Egyptian 

1 Ebrard contradicts himself when, in opposition to the interpretation given 
here, he first maintains that yaipev Aéyew here is the ‘‘ quite general idea of the 

greeting of conventional politeness,” and afterwards interprets: ‘‘ He who greets 
such a false teacher, i.e. keeps up personal acquaintance and conventional inter- 
course with him.” 
?De Wette’s remark, justly rejected by Briickner, is utterly erroneous : 

‘*This prohibition finds its justification in polemic zeal, and the necessity for 
defence against what seemed fatal to the maintenance of the Church. We, 
with the sure foundation of the Christian Church, and in accordance with the 

MEYER.—2 AND 3 JOHN. 2K 
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paper (papyrus), and probably the finer augustan sort, which 
served for letters (Hug, Hinl. I. 106);” de Wette. — pérar, 
besides here, only in 3 John 13; 2 Cor. iii. 3. The follow- 
ing words: dada édrrifw, state the reason of od« éBovrnOny ; 
by aAdd the reason is expressed in the form of an antithesis. 
—yevécOas mpos ids] In the phrase: ylyver@ar mpés, the 
ideas of motion and of rest are both included; comp. yey. 
eis, Acts xxi. 17, xxv. 15; the construction with mpos: 
1 Cor. xvi. 10; comp. John x. 35; Acts x. 13, ete. — «Kal 
oToua mpos oToua AadAnoat] An imitation of the Hebrew 
mas mB, Num. xii, 8; comp. mpdcw@mov mpds mpocwrror, 
1 Cor. xiii. 12. Similar combinations in the classics also; 

Xen. Mem. ii. 6. 32, otdua mpos otopa is used of a 
kiss. — a 4 ydpa «.7.r.] comp. 1 John i. 4. With the 
reading sav (see the critical notes) mutual joy is meant; 
comp. Rom. i. 11, 12. 

Ver. 13. Presentation of the greeting from the children of 
the xupia’s sister. If xvpia were a proper noun, we would 
have to suppose that the sister had either already died, or 
was not with her children near the apostle, as he would 
otherwise certainly have mentioned her.—Such uncertain 
hypotheses are removed by the correct explanation of xupéa; 
now it is self-evident that the ae is the Church from 
which John wrote this Epistle — and the réxva, therefore, are 
its individual members; on THs éxAexTHs, comp. ver. 1. 

higher view, then perhaps impossible, that man even in his errors still remains 
man, and an object of esteem and love, sce in it impatience.” — Difficult though 
it may be under present circumstances, considering the development which 
doctrine has taken, in many particular cases rightly to apply what is here said 
by John, yet it must still be regarded as a valid maxim, not only that the 
Christian should remain conscious of the antithesis between anti-Christianity 
and Christianity, but also that he should not deny this consciousness in his 
conduct towards his neighbour. — Besser unjustifiably seeks to make use of the 
expression of the apostle as a weapon against union. 
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*Iwdvvov émiaton?) TpiTn. 

THE superscription runs in B &: “Iwdwov 7; in C: "Iw. emsorory 
y3 in G: émorory rpirn rod ayiov arooréAov "Iwcvwou ; in the Elzev. 

ed.: "Iwdvvov rod a&rooréAou éxiororn ~ab0AIn) Fpir7. 

Ver. 3. 8 omits yép.— Ver. 4. In some min. is found, plainly 
as a correction, rairq¢> instead of rodrwy.— Instead of zyw, B 
(teste Majo) has ¢yay (not mentioned by Buttm.), and instead 
of xapév, B 7, 35, Vulg. etc., read: xyapiv; Buttm. has retained 
the Lec.— Instead of the Rec. év danéeia (according to C** G 
K 8, Thph. Oec.), A B C* etc. read: @& 77% da., which Lachm. 
and Tisch. have accepted; the omission of the article is 
explained by the preceding & &., ver. 3.— Ver. 5. zpyéon| Rec. 
according to B C G K §, all the min. Thph. Oec. (Tisch.). 
Lachm., following A, Vulg. (operaris), has accepted épyéZn, 
which, however, appears to be only an alteration on account of 
the present so. — Instead of zai cig rods Févovs (Rec. according 
to G K, etc.), xa? rotro Eévovg must be read, with A BC &y, etc., 
most of the versions, Lachm. and Tisch.— Ver. 6. Ewald 
arbitrarily conjectures: ofs Zuwxpripyou.—The reading of C: 
Tcoincus wporémbers, iS clearly a correction.— Ver. 7. After 
éviuzaros the Elzev. ed., following several min. and some vss., 
has airod, which is found in none of the greater Mss. (nor, 
according to Tisch. 7,in B). Buttm. has accepted this airoi, 
and that, too, as the reading of B; Tisch. 2 also ascribes it to 
this codex, but with the remark: e sil. collat. Reiche says: 
Lachm.: falso codicem B pro C airod citat. Codicem B airod 
non habere nunc e Maji atque Kuenii et Cobeti edit. constat. 
—On the reading 2&7» (Lachm. Tisch. 7), comp. 2 John 7. 
— Instead of édvéy, Rec. according to G K, etc., Lachm. and 
Tisch. have with justice accepted 2yxév, which is the reading 
of ABC ®& and many others; Reiche, however, regards ¢évéy 
as the original reading. — Ver. 8. drorAuuSdévew] Rec. following 
C** G@ K, etc. Instead of it A B C* 8, etc., read imorauBaven, 
which Lachm. and Tisch. have accepted, and in favour of which 
Reiche also declares himself. Both words are, in the significa- 
tion in which they are here used, az. Asyéueva; the overwhelming 
authorities are in favour of i7oa.— Instead of +7 daAnde‘y, X* 
reads +7 éxxdnoig, Clearly a correction. — Ver. 9. After Zypa a, 
ABC & (Lachm. Tisch.) read + The Rec. is only supported 
by G K, some min. etc." Two min.: 29, 66**, have é v; and 

1 Reiche incorrectly says: lectiones variae a rec. discedentes singulae non 
satis testatae sunt ; whereas the overwhelming evidences decide in favour of = 
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some others é without =; the Vulg.: scripsissam forsitan. 
These readings have arisen from an erroneous interpretation of 
the thought. — Ver. 10. Instead of BovrAowévous is found in C, 
several min. Vulg.: éridexouévoug; a correction.— In & the 
preposition x is wanting before rig éxxrnoias. — Ver. 11. The dé 
between 6 and zazowo:Hv (Rec.) is, according to almost all the 
authorities, to be deleted; it was interpolated to mark the 
antithesis. — Ver. 12. In Cod. C, to the words 7%; daAndsiac, 
rns éxxrnoias xai is further prefixed. In A the reading is un- 
certain; according to the statement of Tisch., A* probably 
reads “¢xxzAnoias” instead of dAndciag; Lachm. states the 
reading thus: “day... dfag corr. A,... bas pr. A.” — ofdare] 
fec, according to G K, etc., several vss. Thph. Oec. (Tisch.). 
In A BC 8, Vulg. etc., on the other hand, is found: cidac, 
which Griesb. recommended, and Lachm. accepted. — If the 
overwhelming evidences were not for ofda¢, we might regard it 
as a correction, as o/éarz seemed objectionable in an Epistle 
addressed to one person. — Ver. 13. Instead of ypdgew (Rec. 
according to G K, etc., Oec.), the reading of A B C 8, etc., 
almost all versions, Thph.: yeaa: oo, accepted by Lachm. and 
Tisch., is to be preferred. — The reading in A: od éBournjény, 
instead of od 9A, has originated in 2 John 12.— Though the 
Rec. (according to G K, etc., Thph. Oec.) has yedbor at the 
close of the verse, A B C 8, etc., here read: ypégew, which is 
justly accepted by Lachm. and Tisch. The pronoun ow is put 
after the verb in A, etc., Vulg. etc. (Lachm.); most of the autho- 
rities, however, decide in favour of its position before the verb 
(Tisch.). — Ver. 14. Instead of the Rec. i6¢7v o¢ (G K 8, several 
versions, etc.), oz ide7/ is probably to be read, with A B C, ete. 
(Lachm. Tisch.). Ver. 15. Instead of of gto, A has of dde%Q0/; 
clearly a correction. — & sol. has éoraca: for doraov.— Only 
a few codd. (G some min. etc.) have at the close the word éuz». 
— The subscription runs in A B &: "Iwéwov 7; in G: émorory 
Y rod wyiov &roordAou Iwévov; in other codd. still more prolix. 

Ver. 1. Superscription, On o mpeoBurepos, see the 
Introd. sec. 1. With regard to the person of Caius nothing 
particular is known; that he is identical with one of two (or 
three) Caiuses who are mentioned as friends and helpers of 
the Apostle Paul (comp. Acts xix. 29, xx. 4; 1 Cor. 114; 

and Rom. xvi. 23), is at least improbable.’ It is also un- 

being original. That B reads ¢ypayas (Reiche), has not been observed either 
by Tischendorf 7 or by Buttmann. Should it be the case, it must be regarded 

merely as a clerical error. 
' Liicke thinks that if he was one of these, he would only be the Caius of 
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certain whether he is the same person as the Caius who, 
according to the Constitt. Apostol. vil. 46, is said to have been 
appointed by John as bishop in Pergamos (Mill. Whiston). 
That he was presbyter of the Church (Késtlin) does not follow 
from ver. 8. The apostle expresses his love to Caius in the 
epithet T@ ayamnt@ ; how sincere it was is shown by the fact 
that he not only adds: ov éyo dyara év adnOeia (comp. with 
this 2 John 1), but also addresses him three times in the Epistle 
by a@yamnré. - On év ad. Oecumenius here well observes: év 
arnbeia ayaa o kata Kipiov ayatray évoiabét@ ayarn. 

Ver. 2. Instead of with the usual formula of greeting, the 
Epistle begins with a wish for the welfare of Caius. — zepi 
mavtwy] mavrwv is not masculine (Paulus: “on account of all, 
ae. for the good of all”), but neuter. Several commentators, 

Beza, Castellio, Wahl, Liicke (1st ed.), Ewald, Diisterdieck, 

etc., interpret rept madvtwv = mpo wavtwyr here, and connect 
it with evyouar; but usus loquendi and thought are opposed to 
this. Although zepé in some passages in Homer indicates 
precedence, yet this signification is utterly foreign to the LXX. 
and the N. T.; besides, it is not to be supposed that the 
apostle would have so specially emphasized the wish referring 

to the external circumstances of life; rept wavrwy, with most 

of the commentators (even Liicke, 2d ed.), is rather to be 
connected with ce evododc@as (though not with byaiverv) 
in its usual signification: “in regard to all things.” In reply 
to the objection which has been made out of the position of 
the words, Liicke with justice remarks: “it is put first 
with rhetorical emphasis, corresponding to 7 Yvy7, which is 
compared with it, at the end.” — evyouar] it is true, means 
also “to pray” (Jas. v. 15), but usually: “to wish,’ so here 
also; that with John it was an evyecOat mpds tov Oeor, is 
self-evident. — ce evodovacbar kal tiyaiverv] evododabat, 
besides here, is only found in Rom. i. 10 and 1 Cor. xvi. 2; 
in both passages it means: “to be fortunate” (see Meyer on 
Rom. i. 10); similarly it signifies here also prosperity ; comp. 
the detailed account of the usage of the word in the classics 

Derbe (Acts xx. 4) ; yet he states no reason for this opinion, but merely refers to 
Wolf’s Curae ; Wolf, however, regards it as probable that he was the same as 
the Caius mentioned in 1 Cor. i. 14, whom he distinguishes as the Corinthian 
Caius from the Caius of Derbe. 
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and in the LXX. by Liicke and Diisterdieck on this passage. 
— The apostle wishes that it may go well and happily with 
Caius in all external circumstances; that it is just these he 
has in view in 7avtwyr, is clear from the contrasted uy. By 
means of dyiaivery (=“to be in health,’ comp. Luke v. 31, 
vii. 10, and other passages) one element of the general 
evodovcGar is brought specially out. It is not to be inferred 
from the wish which is expressed that Caius had been ill 
(Diisterdieck). — xaOas edododrai cov % wy] By the pro- 
sperity of the soul of Caius, to which the external welfare was 
to correspond, it is not the natural condition, as the sequel 
shows, but the Christian state of salvation that is to be 

understood. 
Ver. 3. Confirmation of the foregoing statement. — éydpnv 

yap Nav] see on 2 John 4, When and why the apostle felt 
such a joy is stated in the two following participial sentences, 
of which, however, as far as the sense is concerned, the first 

is subordinate to the second; & Mons: lorsque les fréres qui 
sont venus ont rendu témoignage. —paprupelv, with the 
dative of the thing: “to testify of anything ;” comp. vv. 6,12; 
John iii, 26, v. 33, xviii. 37.— By cov 7H adnOeia it is not 

the truth in the objective sense (Calovius: veritas evangelii) 
in so far as Caius had received it, but the truth in the sub- 

jective sense, that is to be understood (so also Liicke, Diister- 

dieck, Braune, etc.): the inner Christian life, which is born of 

the truth, is itself truth ; some commentators incorrectly limit 
the idea to a single element of it; eg. Lorinus to liberalitas. 
— The addition: cafes od év adnfeig mepurarets (comp. 
2 John 4), serves as an explanation of the preceding: “namely 
how thou,” etc. In the fact that the brethren testified that 

Caius was walking in the truth, they bore a testimony to the 
truth that was in him. The sentence is not “a direct sen- 
tence” (Baumgarten-Crusius: “as thou indeed art living in 
accordance with the truth”) by which “John adds his testi- 
mony to that of the brethren (Besser) in order to confirm it” 
(Ebrard), but “an indirect sentence” (Briickner) dependent on 
Haptupovvtwy, on which a special emphasis is laid, as also the 
axovw in ver. 4 shows (so also Diisterdieck, Braune). ov is 
emphatically used in contrast to those who do not walk &y 
arnGela. 
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Ver. 4 serves as confirmation of éydpnv Aiav. — pecCorepav] 
Grotius: est ad intendendam significationem comparativus e 
comparativo factus; similar formations occur in the classical 
language of poets and later writers; see Winer, p. 65; VII. 
p. 67; in the N. T. comp. Eph. iii. 8. — rovtwv ove exw yapav 
iva «.7.X.— “LI have not a greater joy than this, that ;” todtwv 
is not used for tavrys, but “as an indefinite word is to be 

connected with the more definite wa” (Liicke); some com- 
mentators incorrectly supply “4” before a, John xv. 13 is 
to be compared with this passage; only that ravrys is used 
there, but it does not refer, however, to something preceding, 
but finds its explanation in the following twa.\—ta éeua 
téxva, not “all Christians ;” but neither merely the converts 
of John, but the members of the Churches which were under 

the special fatherly direction of the apostle (so also Braune). 
Vv. 5, 6. Praise of Caius for his duAofevia, induced by that 

which he exhibited towards the brethren (ver. 3). — muotov 
moves 0 éav x.7..] By miotov the conduct (zoceis) of Caius, 
which he had shown towards the brethren, is described as 

faithful, i.e. corresponding to the Christian profession. Ebrard’s 
view, that muotov sroveiy is = the classical mucrov (= riotw) 
movcicOae in the sense of “to give a pledge of faithfulness, a 
guarantee,” cannot be grammatically justified. By éay (= av) 
the idea is generalized: “everything whatever.” — cis rods 
adergovs kal TodTo E€vovs] With the construction épydfecPac 
eis, comp. Matt. xxvi. 10. By «ai rodro it is brought out 
that the aéedgoé to whom Caius is showing his love are Zéva ; 
even with the reading kat es tods Eévous the thought remains 
the same: «ai, namely, is epexegetically used = “and that 
too;” as the &évoe were Christians, they cannot be dis- 
tinguished from the ddeAgoi; Liicke takes xaé in a special- 
izing sense: “and particularly or especially ;” but it is not 
brotherly love in general, but just the @irogevia, that is the 
subject here. That is to say, the apostle in this praise has 
specially in view what Caius had done to the brethren who 

1 In opposition to Meyer, who says on the passage cited: ‘‘ the usual view, 
according to which ‘va is taken as the explanation of ravrns, does not correspond 
to the idea of purpose which is contained in iva,” it may be observed that in the 
usus loquendi of the N. T. ‘ve has by no means retained the idea of purpose in 
its distinctness, and often serves, in reference to the demonstrative pronoun, to 

state the meaning of the latter. 



520 THE THIRD EPISTLE OF THE APOSTLE JOHN. 

had come to him (the Ap.: ver. 3), and who are also spoken of 
in vv. 6 and 7; these, however, were £&évou.'— Ver. 6. of 
€uaptipnody cov TH ayamn éverov éexxdAynoias| That of “ dis- 
sociates the concrete representation of some from the generic 
representation of £évor” (de Wette) is incorrect; it rather 
refers directly to the previously-mentioned strange brethren. 
By év@mrwov éxkdnoias we are not to think of the Church 
to which Caius belonged, but of that in which John was 
sojourning. — ods KaX@s woijoets x.7.A.] The same brethren 
that had come from Caius to John wanted to return thither 
again, in order from thence to continue their missionary 
journey (ver. 7). John now recommends them to the loving 

care of Caius. — ods are not others (de Wette), but the same 
as were spoken of in the preceding sentence. The combina- 
tion of the future zroujoecs and the aorist participle rpoméuas 
is strange, as the two verbs do not denote two different actions, 

but the cards vrovety consists in the rpotréu7rewy ; it is different 
in Mark xiii. 13, Acts xxiv. 25, Rom. xv. 28, where two 

different actions are placed in connection with one another, 

and the aorist participle is used in the sense of the fut. 
exacti (see Winer, p. 306; VII. p. 321). This has not been 

properly noticed by the commentators. The explanation of 
Diisterdieck : “The aorist form is to be explained by the fact 
that the good deed will consist in this, that Caius will have 
worthily brought the brethren forward,” does not solve the 
difficulty, as the good deed consists in the bringing them for- 
ward itself. The apostle may have used the aorist, however, 
in the feeling that “the action of Caius is only completed 
when he has accomplished the equipment and escort of the 
brethren” (Braune). The same connection is found in Eurip. 

Orest. 1210 ff.: edruyjoowey . . . édovtes, Which Matthiae 
(Ausf. Gramm. 2d ed. p. 1087) translates: “if we are so 
fortunate as to take;”? in accordance with which we may 

translate here also: “thou shalt act worthily to accompany 

1 The present raisis is not opposed to this view, as it would seem to be; it is 
explained by the fact that the apostle regards the single, special case, as an 
evidence of the gi:Ao%evia of Caius in general. 

* The whole passage in Euripides runs :— 
Na 27 3 m” e , , , 
nes 3 £3 oixous Epusovn rivos WCpovou; 

€ ” 2) ” > ‘ 
Ws THAAM Y sIMas, EMEP EUTURNTOUSY, 

Pesan 
ward, trAGvTEs OxUMVOY avoTio” Doxa. 
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them.” Luther incorrectly: “thou hast done well that thou 
hast sent them on their journey;” in the revised ed. 1867 
correctly: “thou shalt do well if thou sendest them on their 
journey.” Ebrard arbitrarily conjectures: ézoinoas. — It is 
quite evident from the connection with the sequel, that by 
kar@s Toujoets John wants to encourage Caius to the mpo- 
méurrev. The reading rowjocas mpoméuyers means: “whom 
thou, after thou hast treated them well, shalt bring forward on 
their journey.” — With cars trovety, comp. Acts x. 13, Phil. 
iv. 14; with mporéurew = “to fit out for a journey,” Rom. 

xv. 24, 1 Cor. xvi. 6, 16, Tit. iii, 13.—d&ies rod Ocod 

(comp. 1 Thess. 11.12; Col. i, 10) does not belong to xan. 
Tomoers, but to mpoméuas = “as worthy of God, with all 

eare and love” (Liicke). 
Ver. 7. Confirmation of the exhortation that has been 

uttered: the brethren deserve such help, for, etc. d7ép yap 

Tod dvopatos €&fAPayv] With the Rec. reading: dvopatos avtod, 
avtov refers back to rod Oeod; but this avrod is to be regarded 
as an interpolation ; To évoua (without adrod) is neither “the 
Christian doctrine or religion,” nor “ the name of the brethren ” 
(Paulus: “ because they were called missionaries”), but “the 
name of Christ” (Liicke, de Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Sander, 
Braune, etc.), as in Acts v. 41 (according to the correct read- 
ing); comp. also Jas. ii. 7, and Ignatii ep. ad Ephes, cap. 3 and 
7. — brrép is here used in the same sense as in Rom. i. 6, and 
efépyeoOau as in Acts xv. 40 (Liicke, de Wette, Baumgarten- 
Crusius, Sander, Braune, etc.); so that the sense is: for the 

sake of the name of Christ, ze. for the spread of it, they 
went forth (as missionaries). Several commentators (Beza, 
Schmidius, Bengel, Carpzovius, Wolf) connect é&\@av with 
amo tov eOvixav [évev] in the sense: expulsi sunt a paganis ; 
but this idea is arbitrarily imported into é&@av ;* besides, 
the connection with ao 7. é@v. is unsuitable, because then 

the words pndév AapBavovtes remain too indefinite. The 
assertion of Wolf, that Aap~Bavewy is not construed with azo, 

is refuted by Matt. xvii. 25. By the addition: pndev Aau- 

1 Grotius, indeed, correctly connects ard +. iéy. with AauBeévevrss, but inter- 

prets 27Aéov: a Judaea ejecti sunt per Judaeos incredulos ; the erroneous idea 
that the apostle considered the Jews as the antithesis of the Gentiles has clearly 
led him to this arbitrary interpretation. 
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Bavovtes avd tov €Ovixdv, the necessity of assisting these 
brethren is brought out. The present participle is either used 
in the imperfect sense (ver. 3), or—as is more probable—it is 
used in order to indicate the pndév AapBavew ao T. Ov. as 

the maxim of these missionaries (so also Diisterdieck and 
Braune). It is very usual to regard this maxim as the same 
as that which Paul took for his, and of which he speaks in 
passages like 1 Cor. ix. 18; 2 Cor. xi 7 ff, xii. 16 ff; 
1 Thess. i. 9 ff.; but dro trav eOvixdv (= €Ovav, comp. 
Matt. vi. 7, xviii. 17) does not suit this; the maxim of Paul 
was not to make the care for his support an obligation on the 
Churches among which he laboured, but here it is heathen that 
are spoken of. It was by these that these missionary brethren 
would not allow themselves to be assisted, because they did 
not want to build up Christ’s work by the wealth of the 
heathen, but trusted to Christians that in Christian love they 
would provide for them what was needful. 

Ver. § indicates “the highest point of view for Christian 
girogevia” (Liicke). — spe?s odv] pets emphatically forms 
the antithesis to of é@yxot; as they take nothing from the 
Gentiles, we Christians are bound to take an interest in them ; 

opeiiouev UTodauBavew Tors Towvtous] brodkapBavewv is 
just as little used in the N. T. in the sense of hospitable recep- 
tion (Oec. drrodéyec@ar) as the droXapBavercy that is found 
in the &ee. In the classics it appears (but not dvroXapBaveww) 
both in this meaning and in the modified signification: “to 
support” (so in Strabo : of edzropos Tovs évdecis UroNapPdvover); 
so it is to be taken here also, and in connection with it the 

play upon words, between AapwBavovtes and b7ro . . . NauBavev, 
must not be overlooked. — tva cuvepyol yivedpeba TH adyOeia] 
Confirmation of dde/Aouev, The dative 7H adn. is not de- 
pendent on ovv; Vulg.: ut cooperatores simus veritatis ; 
Luther: “so that we may be helpers of the truth ” (so Grotius, 
Bengel, Besser, etc.), but it is the dative of reference, and ovy 

refers back to tovs tovovTous (Briickner, Diisterdieck, Ebrard, 
Braune): “so that we may be their fellow-workers for the 
truth ;” comp. 2 Cor. viii. 23; Col. iv. 11, where instead of 

the dative the preposition eés is used. 

1 Ewald unsuitably deduces this maxim from the command of Christ, Matt. 
x. 8-10. 
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Vv. 9,10. Notice of Diotrephes. — éypaya ti 7H éxxdAyncia] 
The te, which according to the authorities is probably genuine, 
does not serve, as Liicke rightly remarks, to intensify = 
“something important,’ but rather to weaken = “ something, 
a little.” — The reading: éypaya dv (Vulg.: scripsissem for- 
sitan), has originated in the idea that the apostle would not 
write an epistle, of the unsuccessfulness of which he was pre- 
viously convinced. The Church to which the apostle wrote is 
not that from which the brethren (ver. 7) went forth (Bengel, 
Besser), but that to which Caius belonged. The opinion that 
this writing is the so-called First Epistle of John (Wolf, Storr, 
etc.) is just as untenable as the view that it is the Second Epistle 
of John (Ewald, Besser, etc.), for the contents of these two have 
nothing in common with the circumstances which are here 
alluded to. This writing must, according to the context in 
which it is mentioned, have treated of the reception or sup- 
port of the missionary brethren. If it was only such a short 
occasional writing, it is easily intelligible how it may have 
been lost; besides, however, it is natural to suppose that it 

was withheld from the Church by Diotrephes. — aA 6 ¢idro- 
Tpetevav avtav Atotpepys ovK éemidéxeTar nuads| In these 
words the apostle expresses the experience which he had had 
of Diotrephes. It may be assumed that the apostle wrote to 
the Church of Diotrephes in regard to the reception of the 
missionary brethren, and that the bearers of the Epistle 
reported to him the conduct of Diotrephes, which he now 
tells to Caius. As to the more particular circumstances of 
Diotrephes nothing further is known. From what John says 
about him, it cannot be inferred either that he was presbyter, 
or that he was deacon of the Church; yet the contrary con- 
clusion cannot either be drawn. When Grotius represents 
him as an opponent of the Jewish-Christians, and others, on 

the contrary, regard him as a false teacher of Jewish or Gnostic 
views, these are unfounded conjectures ; if either the one or 
the other were the case, John would certainly have indicated 
it. John only accuses him of one thing, namely, the gvAo- 
mpwtevew, from which his unchristian conduct resulted. 
pirompwrtevery is a dr. Ney.; yet in the later Greek writers 
pirorrpwros and gidompwrteia appear. The scholion in Matthiae 
rightly explains 6 diNompatevwr by : 0 bpapTalav Ta Tpwreta ; 
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he ambitiously arrogated to himself the highest authority in 
the Church, which made himself an opponent of the apostle. 
By what means he was able to obtain validity for this assump- 
tian we do not know; perhaps by assembling the Church in 
his house. —avrod refers to éxkdnola, as a collective idea. 
—ovK émidévyerOar Hpas| éridéyecOar, in the N. T. only 
here and in ver. 10, means “to receive ;” it is incorrect to 

change #uas into “our epistles or exhortations” (Grotius, 
Liicke, de Wette, etc.). In the fact that Diotrephes rejected 

the communication of the apostle, and refused to receive the 
brethren recommended in it, he justly obtained rejection for 
himself (so also Braune). It is unnecessary, therefore, to 
ascribe to émudéyeo@ar here the modified meaning: “ to accept, 
to let pass,” in which it appears in the classics. Ver. 10. 81a 
TovTO, €ayv EOw, UTopr}jow K.T.r.] Though, in the absence of 
John, Diotrephes resisted his authority, yet John hoped by his 
presence to obtain for it its due weight, and therefore he had 
resolved to come himself to that Church and personally to 
oppose the intrigues of Diotrephes. — With izrouvjcw, which 
is here used with the secondary signification of blame, it is 
not necessary to supply adrov; although Diotrephes is meant, 
yet John did not write adrov, because he had in view at the 
same time all those who adhered to him (so Braune correctly) ; 
comp. 2 Tim. ii, 14. In what the é&pya of Diotrephes, to 
which the apostle intends the vzropiprjoKew to refer, con- 
sisted, the following participial clauses state.t— Adyos trovnpois 
prvapav 7uas| pdrvapeiv (in the N. T. a da. Aey.; the adj. 
grvapos, 1 Tim. v. 13) =nugari; Oecumenius paraphrases it 

by Aodopeiv, kaxoroyetv: this, however, does not express the 
idea of the chatter that says nothing which is contained in 
gdrvapeiv. The verb, in itself intransitive, is here construed 
with the accusative (as @psayPevo, Col. ii. 15; pwa@nteva, 
Matt. xxviii. 19), thus: “he prates against us slanderously with 
wicked words.” — kal pn apkovpevos ert tovtous| Diotrephes 
did not content himself with ¢Avapety against the apostle alone 
(apxetcOar is only here used in construction with é7/; else- 

1 Ewald strangely overlooks the following words when, after translating the 
preceding words, he says: ‘ But the author cannot dwell on this painful 
incident ; he breaks off abruptly, to turn back to the good, exclaiming: 
Beloved !” ete. 
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where the dative is found: Luke iil. 14; Heb. xiii. 5, and other 

passages); he injured the brethren also. — odte avtos émidéyeTat 
Tovs adedpovs Kai «.T.X.] With ovre the following xad cor- 
responds ; avros is contrasted with tovs BovAopévous. — There 
is no reason to take éwvdéyeo@az here in a different sense from 
that of ver. 9, although it takes a different bearing towards 
different persons, one way in regard to the apostle, another 
way in regard to the adeAdoi, who are here mentioned, and 

who are to be regarded as &évoc; they are the same as were 

spoken of previously (ver. 7, etc.). — With tovs Bovropévous 
we are to understand émudéyeo Oat avtovs (C reads just émide- 
xouévous instead of Bovr.) ; there were therefore some persons 
in the Church who were ready to receive the strangers, in 
opposition to Diotrephes; but Diotrephes did not permit 
it, nay, he opposed them with all force. — Kal éx Tis 
exkrAnaolas €xBadr€r] It is not Todvs adeddovs, but Tovs 
BovAopévovs that is the object. — éxBdrreuy ex THS ExKAN- 
atas signifies expulsion from the Church, as the object is 
not tods ddeAgous, but tots Bovropuévous; the expression is 
arbitrarily weakened if we understand by it merely that 
“ Diotrephes no longer admitted those who opposed him to the 
meetings of the Church which he held in his house ” (Braune). 
The common opinion is, that Diotrephes had actually already 
expelled some persons from the Church, whether irregularly 
by means of faction, or with arrogant violence, or whether by 
intrigues he had brought about resolutions of the Church to 
that effect; but it is also possible that the apostle describes 
as an act of Diotrephes what he in his pride had threatened 
to do, so that the expression then is one of keen irony, — 
If arbitrary hypotheses are not admitted, we must regard as 
the cause of the behaviour of Diotrephes only his vanity— 
which showed itself in his diAotpwtevew. By the way in 
which a part of the Church (especially Caius) had interested 
itself in the strangers, and had been mentioned in John’s 
communications on the subject, Diotrephes, in his vanity, had 
probably felt offended, and this had excited his anger, which 
led him to the conduct which John rebukes in such simple 
but severe words. 

Ver. 11. From the special case the apostie deduces an 
exhortation of general import. — ua) pymod To Kaxov, GAAA TO 
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ayabov] On pipetcOar, comp. especially Heb. xiii. 7. — The 
expressions: 70 Kaxov and 7d ayaOov, can so much the less be 
regarded as un-Johannean (de Wette) as in John v. 29 the 
corresponding antithesis: 7a dya0d and ta dadna, is found, 
and in John xviii. 23 the neuter singular ro xaxov. The 
additional sentence: 6 ayaforroimv .. . Tov Oeov, expresses the 
same thought that frequently appears in the First Epistle of 
John, especially in chap. iii. 6. — The ideas: aya8orrovety and 
KaxoTrovety, are to be taken quite generally, and must not be 
limited to the special virtue of benevolence (a Lapide, Lorinus, 
Grotius, Paulus); comp. 1 Pet. ii. 14, 15, 20, iii. 6, 17. — 
The corresponding expressions: €x Tod Ocod eivat and Ewpa- 
kévat Tov Oedy, are used also in the First Epistle of John; 
but why the Johannean: ov« éyvw tov Oeov (1 John iv. 8), 
should be more conformable to the style of John than the 
equally Johannean: ody éwpaxe Tov Oeov (1 John iii. 6), as 
Liicke and de Wette think, is not quite perceptible. 

Ver. 12. As the apostle, by a7) wipod To Kaxov, has warned 
Caius against imitation of Diotrephes, so he now puts Demetrius 
before him as an example for imitation—corresponding to 
ada Td awya8ov. Who this Demetrius was, however, and 

where he had his abode, is not stated. Ebrard thinks that he 

had been one of the BovAdcpuevor (ver. 10) in the Church of 
Diotrephes, and had perhaps been excommunicated by him ; 
but in that case Caius must have known him, so that he did 

not require this strong testimony of the apostle in his favour ; 
the view that he was the bearer of the Epistle (Diisterdieck, 

Liicke, etc.) is more probable, — peuapripnrar refers — in 
accordance with John’s usage of the perfect—not merely to a 
past, but also to a present record. paptupeicbar frequently 
appears in the same absolute way as here, especially in the 
Acts; comp. chap. vi. 3, x. 22, and passim. — vaytey is not 
to be extended to the heathen, with Oecumenius and Theophy- 
lact, but refers to the Church to which Demetrius belonged ; 
Ebrard incorrectly understands by it “the brethren,” vv. 10, 
7, 5; the apostle would have distinctly mentioned them, and 
besides, the avtwy, which is clearly used emphatically, would 
be unsuitable in reference to them. — «at tm’ avriis Tis 

adOeias| Whilst the commentators are agreed in this, that 
the truth is here personified, they deviate widely from one 
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another in their more particular definition of the idea; most 
of them understand by it the life of Demetrius as that which 
testifies for him, whether they interpret adA7Oeva = reality 
(Hornejus: ipsa rei veritas; Grotius: res ipsae) or as the life 
itself, in so far as it is a testimony to his virtue (Beausobre: 
c’est & dire, que sa conduite est un témoin réel de sa vertu). 
This, however, is incorrect, as both the expression itself (adr? 
7 aAnGea) and also its position (between mdvtes and ucts) 
indicate that the apostle meant by 7 dda something 
objectively contrasted with Demetrius. Diisterdieck (with 
whom Braune agrees) has rightly perceived this; but as he at 
the same time retains the reference to the life, he finds the 

testimony of the objective Christian truth in the fact that it 
gives commandments to man, and that inasmuch as Demetrius 
fulfils them, it is by these commandments that the truth bears 
a good testimony to him. But apart from the fact that this 
introduction of the commandments cannot be justified, the 
whole interpretation has something too artificial to permit of 
its being regarded as correct. The hypothetical interpretation 
of Liicke: “if the infallible Christian truth, comp. ver. 3, itself 
were asked, it would give him a good testimony ” (similarly 
Schlichting), does not suit the positive pewaptipntas. It is 
too far-fetched, with Baumgarten-Crusius, to regard the result 
of the Christian activity of Demetrius as the testimony of the 
truth to him. A simple, clear idea would be brought out if, 
with Sander, we could regard it as “a special testimony which 
John had received through the Holy Ghost in reference to 
Demetrius ;” but there is no justification for this. The correct 
way will be to interpret im’ adris ths adnOeias in close con- 
nection with to wavTwy, and to conclude that the apostle 
adds the former in order to bring out the fact that the good 
report of all has its origin not merely in their human judgment, 
but in the testimony of the ad7$eca which dwells in them (so 
also Briickner); and that the expression avr? 1 dAjOeva is 
not merely a personification, but is a description of the Holy 
Ghost (comp. 1 John v. 6: 76 tvedua eotw n adja). The 
opinion that adr) 7 adOeva, in contrast with wdvtes, cannot 
be the truth that produces their testimony, and that testifies 
for Demetrius (Ebrard,' Braune), is refuted by John xv. 26, 27, 

1 Ebrard’s view—that we are here ‘‘to consider the truth as a power and 
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as here, in a quite similar way, the testimony of the Spirit of 
truth is conjoined with the testimony of the disciples, the 
latter being produced and confirmed by the former. — To the 
testimony of all the apostle further specially adds his own: 
kal nets 5€ waptupodper| By cal... dé a stronger emphasis is 
laid on sets. — With xal oidas x«.7.X., comp. John xix. 35, 
xxi, 24. — By the reading: oidare, Caius and his friends are 
addressed together. 

Vv. 13,14. The same thoughts as in 2 John 12; even the 
expression is little different ; this agreement is most naturally 
explained by the contemporaneousness of the two Epistles. — 
TONAa elyov ypdyrar] “I would have many things to write to 
thee, but. . .;” as in Acts xxv. 22; comp. Winer, p. 253; 

VII. p. 265; A. Buttmann, p. 187 (de Wette); an dy is not 
omitted. Diisterdieck and Ebrard translate: “I had much to 
write,” unsuitably, because the apostle is not speaking of the 
past, but of the present. — Instead of paper (Second John), it 
is the xdXapos, “the writing-reed,’ that is mentioned as the 
writing material along with the ink. — On éAmifw 6€ «7X, 
see éav €XOw, ver. 10. 

Ver. 15. eipnvn cov] The blessing at the end of the First 
Epistle of Peter runs similarly ; comp. besides, Gal. vi. 16 ; 
Eph. vi. 23; 2 Thess. ili. 16 (also Rom. xv. 33; 2 Cor. 
xiii. 11; 1 Thess. v. 23; Heb. xiii. 20). — aomafovrai ce of 
pirov x.7.r.] It is in harmony with the character of the Epistle, 
as a private communication, that John does not send greetings 
from the whole Church, but from the special friends of Caius, 
and so also commissions him with greetings only to his (the 
apostle’s) giro. The latter was the more natural, as indeed a 
part of the Church was at enmity with John. — On xar’ dvoya, 
comp. John x. 3; it belongs to aomdfov, and is = ovouacti 

(see Meyer on this passage); the personal relationship is 
thereby emphasized, as Caius is to greet every one of the 
friends specially (by name). 

might showing itself in the life of Demetrius ; the truth which mightily showed 
itself in him in those days in the relations with Diotrephes, without doubt (!) 
in the fact that for the sake of the aavésa he endured serious ill-treatment 
or suffering” —is clearly affected, apart from other defects, by arbitrary im- 
portations, 
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